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Citgo Lemont Refinery US EPA RECORDS CENTER REGION 5

Attn: Environmental Coordinator "”Nll “”II | | lm

135th & New Ave.
Lemont, Illinois 60439

Re: 1978030004 -- Lake County
CITGO Petroleum Corp.
ILD041550567
RCRA Permit

Dear Environmental Coordinator:

The Illinois EPA and the United States Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) have
compiled a list of all facilities deemed approprlate and important to address using the Resource
Conservation and Recovery Act’s (RCRA) Corrective Action Program. Because this set of
3,880 facilities has national remediation goals which will culminate in the year 2020, it is
referred to as the 2020 Corrective Action Universe. Your facility is part of this 2020 Universe.

As aresult, a final remedy needs to be in place (i.e., remedy construction completed) at your
facility by 2020 (although actual attainment of cleanup goals through remedy implementation
may take a-while longer). If we have not already done so, we will be working with you to
develop a plan and a schedule that achieves this goal before 2020.

Your facility has been included in the 2020 Universe because one or more of the following is
true:

e It has a RCRA permit obligation,

e Illinois EPA and U.S. EPA agreed that it needs to be addressed under the RCRA
Corrective Action Program, as it at one time operated a hazardous waste management
unit subject to the interim status or permit requirements of RCRA.

Inclusion on this list does not imply failure on your part to meet any legal obligation, nor should
it be construed as an adverse action against you. It only means that Illinois EPA and U.S. EPA
have identified your facility — and every other facility in the 2020 Universe — as needing to
complete RCRA Corrective Action if they have not done so already. Our national program goal
is to address these cleanup obligations before the end of 2020. Accordingly, progress will be
tracked for each facility in the 2020 Universe. The list of facilities will be posted on our web site
at http://www.epa.gov/correctiveaction in the near future.

OCKFORD = 4302 North Main Street, Rockford, IL 61103 - (815)987-7760 ¢ Des PLaiNEs — 9511 W, Harrison St., Des Plaines, IL 60016 - (847) 294-4000
ELcin - 595 South State, Elgin, [L 60123 - {847) 608-3131 = PeOria - 5415 M. University St., Peoria, IL 61614 — (309) 693-5463
BUREAU OF LAND - PEORIA — 7620 N. University St., Peoria, IL 61614 - (309) 693-5462 o  CHAMPAIGN ~ 2125 South First Street, Champaign, IL 61820 — (217) 278-5800
SPRINGFIELD — 4500 S. Sixth Street Rd., Springfield, L 62706 — (217) 786-6892 e  COLLINSVILLE ~ 2009 Mall Street, Collinsville, IL 62234 - (618) 346-5120
MARION — 2309 W. Main St., Suite 116, Marion, IL 62959 —.(618) 993-7200

PRINTED ON RECYCLED PAPER



.__Pa_ge 2_ e e e e e e e e e e e e e e et e e et .

Illinois EPA will work to address remediation concerns at your facility in a manner consistent
with your plans for the property. There are a variety of options available for completing the
required remediation efforts at your facility, ranging from participation in Illinois EPA’s Site
‘Remediation Program to establishment of an Administrative Order on Consent with USEPA
under Section 3008(h) of RCRA. :

Illinois EPA would like to schedule a meeting with you in the near future to discuss remedial
activities at your facility and achievement of the goal mentioned in the second paragraph of this
letter. Please contact James K. Moore, P.E. of my staff at 217/524-3295 if you have any
questions regarding this letter and to schedule a meeting to discuss the contents of this letter.

Sincerely,

Stephen F. Nightingale, P.E.
Manager, Permit Section
Bureau of Land

SFN:JKM:bjh\072572s.dot

cc: . Hak Cho, USEPA, Region 5



To: Andre Daugavietis, Loren Denton, Vivian Doyle, Gerald Golubski, GEORGE OPEK, JAMES ENTZMINGER, Pat
Subject: ECAT briefing

Hi everyone,

We need to schedule a briefing with the ECAT about the Citgo inspection. During the briefing
everyone will need to speak briefly about what you looked at under your program and what your

~ findings are. Findings can be one of 3 things: 1) actual violations; 2) things that may or may not
be violations that you need to follow-up on; or 3) things that are probably not actual violations, but
are concerns from an environmental aspect (and may be potential SEPs later). You will also need to
be prepared with a schedule for follow-up and/or enforcement (if applicable). This whole discussion
should take no more than 20 to 30 minutes total. '

We also need to have our interim report ready for the briefing. For the interim report, | wili need
each of you to write a paragraph or so generally describing what you looked at, and a list of
findings (same 3 categories as above) in bullet form. This is generally about 1-2 pages
double-spaced for each program so it isn't a very time-consuming task.

So, what | need from you is your availability on the following mornings for the ECAT briefing: 5/24,
5/31, 6/14, 6/21, 6/28. Please let me know ASAP. Keep in mind that | will need everyone’s
interim report no later than the Monday before the actual ECAT briefing date.

Thanks,
Kathy




To: Andre Daugavietis, Loren Denton, Vivian Doyle, Gerald Golubski, GEORGE OPEK, Entzminger.James, Patric M
Subject: Follow-up to our meeting

Updated phone list attached

Dea, if you have any questions about what's going on after reading this, please let me know. Citgo is also
on the list for the HQ initiative. The address of the refinery is:

Citgo

Lemont Refinery

135th Street and New Avenue |

Lemont, lllinois 60439-3659

Forwarded by Katherine Keith/R5/USEPA/US on 02/01/2000 03:02 PM
IR

To: Andre Daugavietis, Loren Denton, Vivian Doyle, Gerald Golubski, GEORGE OPEK, Entzminger.James, Patric M
Subject: Follow-up to our meeting

As promised during our meeting, here is the Citgo schedule, our phone list, and copies of the
pre-inspection document request. Please note that | added some additional milestones in the schedule so
read it carefully and let me know if there is any that seems impossible. Also, let me know if there is
something that you don't understand in the schedule.

Phone List

Water Gerry Golubski 32256
RCRA George Opek 61423
EPCRA non-313/CERCLA Jim Entzminger 64062
EPCRA 313/TSCA/FIFRA Dea Zimmerman 36344
ORC Andre Daugavietis 66663
Air Loren Denton 66814
Vivian Doyle 37996
Patric McCoy 66869
Kathy Keith 36956
Tentative Inspection/Referral Schedule
State file review/pre-inspection info request As Needed
Inspection document request lists to Kathy March 9
Pre-inspection team meeting March 16
Notify Citgo and IEPA/send document request March 20 -
INSPECTION March 27 - April 7
RCRAJAIr/Screening Inspections week of March 27
Water/Air/Screening Inspections week of April 3
Post-inspection info request by April 14
Summary of Inspection Findings to Kathy April 21
TSD to ORC June 1

“Individual inspection reports to Kathy for assembly June 15



To: Andre Daugavietis, Loren Denton, Vivian Doyle, Gerald Golubski, GEORGE OPEK, Entzminger.James, Patric M
Subject: Follow-up to our meeting

As promised during our meeting, here is the Citgo schedule, our phone list, and copies of the
pre-inspection document request. Please note that | added some additional milestones in the schedule so
read it carefully and let me know if there is any that seems impossible. Also, let me know if there is
something that you don't understand in the schedule.

Phone List
Water Gerry Golubski 32256
RCRA George Opek 61423
EPCRA/CERCLA Jim Entzminger 64062
ORC Andre Daugavietis 66663
Air Loren Denton’ 66814
Vivian Doyle 37996
Patric McCoy 66869
Kathy Keith 36956
Tentative Inspection/Referral Schedule
State file review/pre-inspection info request As Needed
Inspection document request lists to Kathy March 9
Pre-inspection team meeting March 16
Notify Citgo and IEPA/send document request March 20
INSPECTION . March 27 - April 7
RCRAV/AIr/Screening Inspections week of March 27
Water/Air/Screening Inspections week of April 3
Post-inspection info request by April 14
Summary of Inspection Findings to Kathy April 21
TSD to ORC June 1
Individual inspection reports to Kathy for assembly June 15
Referral June 30

Document Request

As we discussed today, a document request will be sent to Citgo with the written inspection notification on
March 16. This list is intended to be a list of documents that we want Citgo to have available for us to
review during the inspection (as opposed to copies for us to take). Attached are the document requests
that were used for Murphy, Marathon Detroit, and Koch. | think each one is a little different so please look
at them all and add/delete/combine to come up with your own list of documents that you want to review
during the inspection. | will assemble the individual lists into one document. We will ask for the
documents from 1/1/97 through the present, unless you specify otherwise.

docreq.wp docreq2.wp d'.req

Let me know if you have any questions.
Kathy



To: GEORGE OPEK

Subject: Re: Citgo multimedia inspection

George,
Here is the address of the Citgo refinery. | was hoping that during the meeting next week we would
decide as a group when to conduct the inspection.

If there is anything else you need, let me know.
Kathy

Forwarded by Katherine Keith/R5/USEPA/US on 01/25/2000 08:33 AM

.Loren Denton
01/21/2000 11:33 AM
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To: Katherine Keith

CITGO Petroleum Corporation _ /L,O f ) 4 / S‘go d’ 6 /7

Lemont Refinery

135th Street and New Avenue
Lemont, lllinois 60439-3659
Katherine Keith

Katherine Keith
01/21/2000 11:13 AM

183X X
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To: Loren Denton
Subject: Re: Citgo multimedia inspection

Loren, .
Do you have the address for Citgo?

Thanks,
Kathy

Forwarded by Katherine Keith/R5/USEPA/US on 01/21/2000 11:12 AM

Louis Sass

01/20/2000 02:16 PM
To: Katherine Keith

please give me the address of the citgo facility and i'll have the state program manager find out if there are
any usts
Katherine Keith




Referral June 30

Document Request

As we discussed today, a document request will be sent to Citgo with the written inspection notification on
March 16. This list is intended to be a list of documents that we want Citgo to have available for us to
review during the inspection (as opposed to copies for us to take). Attached are the document requests
that were used for Murphy, Marathon Detroit, and Koch. | think each one is a little different so please look
at them all and add/delete/combine to come up with your own list of documents that you want to review
during the inspection. | will assemble the individual lists into one document. We will ask for the
documents from 1/1/97 through the present, unless you specify otherwise.

docre.wp doreq2.wp

Let me know if you have ahy questions.
Kathy



BE

g ar76p
; Pre-1aEETIA G

W\M&ws e o

LO(YV\ )Do./\'lé)'/l

D‘i"‘ 4V J!'f

e

*\ =

- GForGE .

qu’M(L TV HepEZ-

67&/? GotudSki

] HoSahonn

' f% o Bepping

0ty 1con Moove

Ke»w MNoss
/‘747 £ i conan
JQna,/Bufc}'\

S mark Kowrlcz ve
: &ﬂm }(/)4('"64/

A w2 Evre))]
,Z/w VLl ESTA

c/’)ax‘d O/SOﬁ

| E. KCLHW\/ Keivin

zﬁer/:/vc/z,y

AT TCHRPDEE =

T E£PA
USEFPH

Ur, EFA

S, E55

1EYA

use Pp

us sP#

TErA
U SEAA
C 17650
C{Tg 0o
Clt &
UT¢0

CI760

Cr7eo

[ €

CITEO
S EPA

(F0%) 33% -~ 7¥6
(3/2) S56- 68/
(3m) due- C€e3
(312) W56 - 2R
(roy) 33¢6- 7887

(Gmass-1994

(g/z) 372-2256.,
708 / ZRY — 7700
32 /353 ~T613
L30) 57 Ypae

L3O 257- 4452
&E26 /357 - 4388

98 - H5-5548
¢30-257 -7306
630 35 7-¥450 Z5I%—
L30-257-~- Y 327" 7o
7d(f'"/ 33f-7 8L

(e‘so) 2574021
22-23563-19S



3

Q No. 4%%?299 5&“\::,}

' 3 RECEIPT FOR CERTIFIED MAIL

NO INSURANCE COVERAGE PROVIDED—
S NOT FOR INTERNATIONAL MAIL

(See Reverse)

SN Mr. H.D, Haas

STREET AND NO. ChicagoNeR‘%fA"r} r

35th Streef

P.O., STATE AND ZIP CODE

emont, Tllinois 6043
POSTAGE $
CERTIFIED FEE ¢
= %
SPECIAL DELIVERY ¢
RESTRICTED DELIVERY ¢
2,
L | & SHOW TO WHOM AND DATE
522 oavm '
0 | B |
=85 SHOW TO WHOM, DATE, AND ¢
@ | 2 | & | ADDRESS OF DELIVERY
o =T P——
o | 2| S [s1ow 10 wow w0 oz
S| & | = i RESTRICTED ¢
z =, SopnTE.
o L
= = Y ¢
<J i VERNZ A
£ | ToraL es&ﬁ;ﬁs s
£ [ POSTMA D L
< %) QQ
3 S
g U
£
S
—
N —




b1l > NSerh

AW GERAGHTY
W& MILLER, INC.

~Enwronment and Infrastructure
‘ February 13, 1997 a heidemij company

Mr. Robert Watson

Illinois Environmental Protection Agency
2200 Churchill Road

Springfield, Illinois 62794-9276

Re: Unocal Conference Call
February 4, 1997

Dear Mr. Watson,;

Enclosed is a summary of the conference call held on February 4, 1997 for your
review and comment. If you disagree with the meeting summary, please contact either
Mr. Thomas Hall of Unocal Corporation at 847-310-6806 or myself at 312-263-6703 at
your earliest convenience to resolve any issues.

Sincerely,

GERAGHTY & MILLER, INC.

Zbper”

J Hamper
Project Manager

]
¥

FEB1819g7 |

Enclosure: Conference Call Summary IEPA-BOL
. PERMIT SECTION f
N‘—'—-—

-

l PF(M"H’ 3
|
!

cc Tom Hall Joel Garretson
Norm Berger Kevin Moss
Claude Harmon Nick Nedeau
Rob Watson Jerry Kuhn

35 East Wacker Drive, Suite 1000 Chicago, Illinois 60601 « (312) 263-6703 + FAX (312) 2637897 O



AW GERAGHTY
AV MILLER, INC.

.’Envimnment and Infrastructure
P
a heidemij company

TELEPHONE CONVERSATION RECORD

Date: Feb. 4, 1997 Time: 9:30 AM Project No.:  CI0487.004
Conferees: Rob Watson IEPA Tom Hall Unocal
Jerry Kuhn IEPA Martin Hamper  Geraghty & Miller

Prepared by Martin Hamper

RE: Unocal UNO- Draft Permit
Comments VEN '

The purpose of this call was to discuss the schedule for final permit issuance and
the status of the IEPA’s review of Unocal’s comments on the UNO-VEN draft permit.
The IEPA representatives were asked if they had had an opportunity to review Unocal’s
comments on the UNO-VEN draft permit. The IEPA responded that they had reviewed
UNO-VEN’s comments and but had not yet reviewed Unocal’s comments. The IEPA
stated that they have tried to address Unocal’s concerns by deferring closure (and a
decision on the type of cap) until a final decision on the CAMU is made, and removing the
cover requirements outlined in the draft permit from the final permit.

The IEPA indicated that the final permit will require the submission of a closure
plan at a later date. If a CAMU is approved, the closure plan would be submitted some
number of days before closure of the CAMU is expected so that the closure can be
tailored to the conditions that exist at the CAMU at that time. If the CAMU is not
approved, then the permit would require the submission of a closure plan (and justification
for the closure plan) something like 120 days after the CAMU denial decision is made.
Unocal would be able to submit one of the alternative closure plans which are included in
their comments to the draft permit. The IEPA was not sure if the decision on the closure
plan would be a permit modification or simply an approval letter from the IEPA.

The IEPA plans to issue the final permit no later than March 31, 1997. Both
Unocal and UNO-VEN will have about seven to ten days to review the permit before it is
issued.



2

The mechanism for approval of a CAMU at the land treatment facility will be
through a Class III permit modification. The IEPA anticipates that UNO-VEN will submit
a Class III permit modification request no earlier that April 1, 1997. The IEPA does not
want UNO-VEN to submit the Class III request until the final permit has been issued. If
the Class III modification looks like it will be approved, the IEPA will give UNO-VEN
temporary authorization to begin maintenance and treatment demonstration development
activities prior to issuance of a final permit modification. Such temporary authorization
could occur in Summer 1997. The temporary authorization will not allow the full-scale use
of the CAMU. The IEPA estimated that the Class III final decision would likely come no
sooner than December 1997. The IEPA envisions a two-phased process in approving the
CAMU for full scale use. First, UNO-VEN will conduct a land treatment demonstration.
If the demonstration is successful, then the IEPA will modify the permit to allow for full-
scale use of the CAMU. If the demonstration is not successful, then the CAMU will be
denied and a closure plan must be submitted.

Because the IEPA has not yet reviewed Unocal’s comments, other issues raised in
Unocal’s comments were not discussed. The IEPA will call Tom Hall after they have
reviewed the comments to discuss them.

Tom Hall explained a little about Unocal’s relationship with UNO-VEN. UNO-
VEN is a joint venture between Unocal and the Petroleos de Venezuela S.A. (PDVSA).
The IEPA was informed that Unocal recently announced plans to spin off its fifty-percent
interest in UNO-VEN. The closure of the sale should be completed by March 31, 1997.
When asked if UNO-VEN would become CITGO, Tom did not know. The IEPA
commented that the there are required notices that must be made to the IEPA at transfer
of ownership. Unocal indicated that if paperwork for ownership transfer is required, it
would likely handled by the new management of UNO-VEN. Unocal’s future role is
uncertain. It may or may not have continuing financial responsibility for the landfarm
closure and monitoring. -In addition, Unocal’s level of participation in the RCRA
corrective action activities is subject to the final terms of the sale agreement.

The IEPA will respond to all of the comments, but was not sure how to respond to
the December 31, 1997 letter from Geraghty & Miller that provided information requested
in previous IEPA technical review. The IEPA requested that Unocal send a letter
clarifying that the information transmitted in a letter to the IEPA on December 31, 1996,
should be considered comments on the draft permit. The IEPA also requested a copy of
Unocal’s draft permit comments on computer disk. Unocal agreed to provide both the
letter and their comments on disk (not including the exhibits). These items will be sent to
IEPA before February 10, 1997.

cc: Tom Hall Joel Garretson
Norm Berger Kevin Moss
Claude Harmon Nick Nedeau
Rob Watson Jerry Kuhn
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‘ The UNO-VEN Company
. " CERTIFIED MAIL UNO-VEN Refinery
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED Lomont I 604355668
P 533 308 685

Telephone (630) 257-7761

December 23, 1996

Mr. W. Robert Watson
Environmental Protection Engineer
Permit Section

Division of Land Pollution Control
2200 Churchill Road, P.O. Box 19276

Springfield, IL 62794-9276
Minutes from December 6, 1996 Meeting
The UNO-VEN Company, Chicago Refinery
Facility LD.#1978030004-RCRA Log. No. B-162
Dear Rob:

This letter summarizes UNO-VEN’s understanding of discussion and action items from the
meeting held at IEPA’s offices in Springfield on 6 December 1996. In attendance were the

' - following:

Rob Watson, IEPA ' RECSIVE
Clayton Bloome, IEPA ' VD
Jerry Kuhn, IEPA

Kevin Moss, UNO-VEN UEC 3 ¢ 1996
Tom Hall, Unocal IER&-BUL
Mark Robbins, Radian/AUS PERWIT SECTION
Martina Schlauch, Radian/CHI

An agenda was developed for the meeting (attached), and this memo follows the general outline
of that agenda. Action items are noted in ifalics.

Rob Watson indicated that IEPA would like to receive comments to the draft permit in electromc
Jormat as well as in hard copy format.

Purpose of Meeting

UNO-VEN met with IEPA (agenda item L) to discuss data that had been assembled to evaluate
the potential CAMU site at the Land Treatment Facility (LTF). This data was assembled and
presented in the context of the LTF’s current status and its ability to continue to treat waste as a

. CAMU. UNO-VEN also wanted IEPA’s opinion on any additional data that it might require to
satisfy other concerns regarding the LTF, as well as receive IEPA recommendations on the
administrative approach for including the CAMU in the permit. Finally, UNO-VEN wanted to
review its corrective action strategy and RFI approach with IEPA and receive feedback.

% Products



Mr. W. Robert Watson
December 23, 1996
Page 2

Current Status of the Unit

To describe the current status of the LTF (agenda item IT), Mark Robbins summarized both the
vertical and horizontal distribution of constituents at the LTF. Several maps, cross-sections, and
tables were used for visual presentation of these data and a complete set of copies was left with
IEPA. Data presented was limited to Skinner List constituents.

Data from two separate investigations (one by ERM and one by Geraghty & Miller) were used to
evaluate the vertical distribution of constituents at the LTF. Interpretation of ground surface and
the “disturbed”/”undisturbed” soil horizon varied between the two investigations. Radian used
the more conservative interpretation in the presentation of the data. Further, the thickness of the
5-foot treatment zone was measured from the existing land surface and not the initial ground
surface as prescribed in the U.S. EPA guidance.

The vertical concentrations of organics within the LTF were generally low, with only one organic
constituent (bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate) detected below the “disturbed” or incorporation zone.
However, inorganic constituents were shown to have accumulated over time in various portions
of the LTF, and one metal (arsenic) was shown to have moved downward into the “undisturbed”
soil. The vertical distribution of arsenic (and other constituents) was discussed in detail. The data
evaluation presented indicated only one location where a constituent (arsenic) was indicated to be
below the five-foot treatment zone above the established background upper tolerance limits
(UTLs). One other location indicated a constituent (bis-2ethyl)hexylphthalate) below the
treatment zone but it is believed to be a lab contaminant because none of the overlying soils
indicated its presence. For each occurrence of a constituent in the treatment zone and/or below
treatment zone soils, a deeper sample interval from the same location indicated that the
constituent was not present above background values. There was no indication that constituents
had migrated more than 6 ft below the ground surface.

ntal Di

The horizontal distribution of constituents was also discussed. In particular the distribution and
accumulation of chromium was evaluated. The data indicated that chromium had accumulated in
a number of areas but was always restricted to within the first foot of soils. Radian observed that
the chromium species present was most certainly the trivalent form, which is known to precipitate
and become immobile in soils. These areas of elevated (cumulative) metal concentrations were
discussed (which existed in a portion of Area I and Area IT), with the understanding that any high-
metal wastes to be treated in the CAMU would not be placed in these areas. Elevated metals
concentrations horizontally outside of the LTF were discussed and can be attributed to surface
runoff. In future CAMU activities, the impacted areas might be removed and placed within the
LTF. Run-on/run-off control will prevent future horizontal migration of metal-containing
sediments from the LTF areas.

Groundwater and Lysimeter Data

Although lysimeters were incorrectly installed in the treatment zone (instead of below the
treatment zone), lysimeter data was evaluated for an indication of constituent migrations. It was



Mr. W. Robert Watson
December 23, 1996
Page 3

noted that samples collected did not show significant concentrations of constituents above levels
in the “background” lysimeter (outside of the 4 LTF areas). No spikes or peaks of constituents
were observed. Rob Watson said that he was concerned about the data because he believed that
waste was not applied or tilled directly above the lysimeters during previous operations. He was
- also concerned with the timing of the sampling events and the implication of this on the data.

Past groundwater monitoring data indicated that no constituent migration to groundwater has
occurred.

Evaluation of LTF’s Ability to Continue to Treat Remediation Wastes
Toxicity, Leaching, and Waste Restrictions

This discussion was about Radian’s evaluation of the LTF’s ability to continue to treat wastes
(agenda item IIT). Because of time limits, it was requested that this evaluation be summarized and
not discussed in detail. Based on the available data, there is no reason to believe that the unit is
toxic to either plants or microbes. Additionally, it has been observed that the LTF areas are
currently supporting natural vegetation, which substantiates the evaluation of the data. Also, as
discussed previously in the meeting, it was recognized that there are locations within some of the
LTF areas that have accumulated metals from past applications and wastes. While these areas are
not a threat to leaching or plant toxicity currently, wastes applied to these areas would be
restricted to those with low concentrations of metals.

Monitoring Approach

Radian summarized UNO-VEN’s concept for monitoring the CAMU during operations. - The
approach includes monitoring of the unsaturated zone (incorporation/disturbed zone, treatment
zone, and below treatment zone), utilizing a network of soil core locations and lysimeters, and
monitoring of the saturated zone with the upper aquifer groundwater wells. The initial monitoring
of the unsaturated zone would consist of the detected Modified Skinner List constituents along
with other non-Skinner List constituents (approximately 11) that have been detected at the land
farm in previous investigations. UNO-VEN mentioned that some of the non-Skinner constituents
appear to be lab contaminants or constituents not common to refinery wastes. IEPA agreed that
some of these constituents could be removed from the list in the future if they proved to be lab
constituents or of little or no concern. UNO-VEN will provide this demonstration. Groundwater
analyses would include the typical water quality parameters and for any constituent that has been
detected in the below treatment zone soils (e.g. arsenic).

UNO-VEN and IEPA will need to discuss use and monitoring of the existing SW-series
monitoring wells in the perched zone.

\ dditional Data Need

Under this item (agenda item IV) the additional data needs for operation of a CAMU were
discussed. IEPA representatives indicated that no additional investigation data or evaluation of
investigation data was required to proceed with implementation of the CAMU concept.
However, IEPA stated that it wanted UNO-VEN to conduct a plot study as part of the first stage
of CAMU operation. This study would need to demonstrate the LTF’s ability to treat the



Mr. W. Robert Watson
December 23, 1996
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remediation wastes prior to IEPA’s allowing full scale operations to begin. The timing of this
issue was discussed and it was tentatively decided that an interim action could be conducted by
UNO-VEN at the first SWMU requiring corrective action and the waste used to conduct the plot
study. This initial study would take approximately six months. Additionally, prior to other wastes
being applied to the CAMU, UNO-VEN would submit the RFI data for IEPA review as '
characterization of the remediation wastes. The need for any additional plot studies would be
evaluated as implementation of the CAMU proceeds.

A discussion of the eventual closure of the LTF was initiated. Rob Watson stated that in order to
close the LTF with a vegetated cap now, the IEPA would need to see an evaluation of migration
potential, including modeling, that would demonstrate that the unit would not affect human health
or the environment throughout the closure period. Rob Watson indicated that the evaluation must
comply with the Guidance Manual on Hazardous Waste Treatment Closure/Post-Closure
40 CER 265, which in turn referenced modeling procedures discussed in Permit Guidance

Manual on Hazardous Waste Land Treatment Demonstrations.

Rob asked for more detail on how the background values were calculated for the LTF (i.e.,
“show your work”). Rob does not want references to documents regarding methods, rather he
wants a step-by-step illustration on how the values were derived (with backup documentation as

necessary).

Permit Modification to Include a CAMU

UNO-VEN asked IEPA representatives how to incorporate the CAMU designation in the permit
language (agenda item V). [t was agreed that UNO-VEN would offer alternative language in
their comments that would include CAMU as an option to closure.

Rob said that UNO-VEN should include the composting option (mentioned in the CAMU concept
document previously submitted) in the Class 3 mod. for the CAMU.

Intel_'im Measures

A discussion of interim measures (agenda item VI) included UNO-VEN’s interest in initiating
interim measures at the facility, including potential action at one or more SWMUss and at the LTF.
Rob Watson suggested his priority for interim measures would be the implementation of run-
on/run-off control at the LTF, i.e., silt fences, hay bales, etc., especially around the waste piles in
Area 1. Rob Watson requested, and UNO-VEN agreed, that a workplan be submitted to him in
January 1997 outlining proposed interim measures.

Corrective Action Strategy

After discussion of the LTF, UNO-VEN and Radian spent some time reviewing the “RCRA
Corrective Action Strategy and RFI Approach for UNO-VEN SWMUSs” with Clayton Bloome
(this item was not on the agenda). Rob Watson, Jerry Kuhn, and Tom Hall were not present for
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this discussion. In general, Clayton Bloome agreed with UNO-VEN’s strategy and approach,
which was to divide the SWMUSs into three groups and perform a combined Phase I/II for the
high priority (Group 1) SWMUs.

The following outlines Clayton Bloome’s specific comments to the referenced document and the
result of our discussion of each comment.

moval of SWMU 22_S 23D. an 28

Clayton Bloome agreed that based on a review of existing information, SWMUs 22, 23D, and 28
should be removed from the corrective action SWMU list in the RCRA permit.

Removal of S? 4] and 42 st Tank F

Clayton Bloome was not comfortable with removing SWMUs s 41/42 because of the potential for
past releases from other tanks in the tank farms (besides those already identified in the draft
permit as SWMUSs). After discussion, UNO-VEN agreed to conducting a historical literature
review of the tank farm areas to identify any past or potential releases from other (non-SWMU)
tanks. With this provision, SWMUSs 41 and 42 would be removed.

Removal of SWMUJ 43

Clayton Bloome was concerned about the removal of SWMU 43. UNO-VEN has agreed to
rename the SWMU as 43 A-I to specifically identify points along the product pipeline that have
had documented spills. UNO-VEN will conduct an assessment and literature search of these
areas and any other documented areas along the line during the Group 2 investigation. With
this provision it was agreed that SWMU 43 (Process Lines) would be replaced with SWMUs
43 A-I (specific spill areas along the product pipeline).

Group 3 SWMUs

Clayton Bloome asked for more specific language regarding UNO-VEN’s plans for the Group 3
long-term investigation. This will be incorporated into the draft permit comments.

SWMUs 10 and 25A-C

Clayton suggested the heat exchanger bundle cleaning pads may require sampling near drains
and/or near large cracks, as necessary. UNO-VEN agrees and had incorporated this suggestion in
the discussion regarding the pads’ integrity inspection and recommendation of corrective action
by a registered professional engineer.

SWMU 34 Priority

Clayton requested that SWMU 34 be moved from a Group 2 to a Group 1 SWMU. This has
been done and will be reflected in the draft permit comments.
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Groundwater Evaluation

Clayton Bloome was not comfortable with removing the facility-wide groundwater monitoring
approach from the permit. After discussion, it was agreed that after the Group 1, Phase I/II
investigation, UNO-VEN would evaluate a modified perimeter groundwater monitoring
approach. The results of the Group 1, Phase I/II investigation will provide UNO-VEN with the
appropriate information to develop a risk-based appropriate perimeter approach to determine
whether additional (post-Group investigation) groundwater monitoring wells are needed to
adequately and effectively address site-wide groundwater concerns. a plan for this perimeter
approach will be submitted with the Group 2, Phase I workplan for IEPA approval. Clayton
Bloome requested that UNO-VEN provide alternative language to this effect in the comments.

The meeting ended around 12:30 p.m.

Rob, feel free to call me at (630) 257-4452 with any questions and comments upon your review
of these minutes.

Sincerely,

Kevin J. Moss
RCRA Coordinator

Attachment

cc: Clayton Bloome, IEPA Tom Hall, Unocal Claude Harmon, UNO-VEN
Jerry Kuhn, JEPA Mark Robbins, Radian/AUS Martina Schlauch, Radian/CHI



AGENDA
Data Presentation for and Discussion of
the Use of UNO-VEN’s Land Treatment Facility for
Future Treatment of Remediation Wastes

10:00 a.m., Friday, 12/6/96

. Overview

I, Presentation of Current Status

° Vertical distribution of constituents with respect to Treatment Zone
. Horizontal distribution of constituents
o Cumulative concentrations of metals

- Low concentrations of Oil and Grease and organics
- Metals outside the LTF

° Lysimeter data
. Groundwater data
. Questions and discussion

1. Evaluation of LTF's ability to continue to treat wastes

. Leaching concerns

. Bio- and phytotoxicity concerns (chrome)
° Restriction of waste constituents

. Monitoring approach

V. Additional Data Needs?
V. Modification of Permit Language to include CAMU
VL. Interim Measures

VII.  Action ltems and Wrap-Up
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'icholas J. Nedeau

Counsel

VIA FAX:

Mr. James Moore, P.E.

(217) 524-3291

The UNO-VEN Compa#y
@ Products

TrH
(A

o Ma wodd
USEVA

3850 North Wilke Road :
Arlington Heights, IL 60004-1269

Tel: (708) 818-7419
Fax: (708) 818-7155

December 16, 1993

Manager, Corrective Action Unit

Permit Section

Division of Land Pollution Control

Bureau of Land

Illinois Environmental Protection Agency

2200 Churchill Road
P.O. Box 19276
Springfield, Illinois

Re: TIEPA No:

62794

1978030004 - Will County

Facility Name: UNO-VEN Refinery

U.S.EPA No:
RCRA Closure File

‘ Dear Mr. Moore:

On October 14,

ILD041550567

1993 I wrote you regarding an extension of time
- for UNO-VEN’s response to Illinois EPA’s questionnaire.

At that

time we agreed that UNO-VEN’s response would be due on December

16, 1993.

As a result of my absence from the office for knee

surgery I have. been unable to review the final draft response. I’

expect to return to the office on December 20,
you a copy of UNO-VEN’s response on that date.

1993 and will fax
If you have any

questions regarding my request please feel free to contact me at

home at (708) 295-6645.

'NIN/msf

cc: Darrell Jacob
Bill Busse

- Nicholas J.

Very truly yours,

? hAMM

Environmental Counsel
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November 3, 1992

Regional Administration
Region V

Federal Building

230 South Decarborn
Chicago, Illinois 60604

SUBJECT:

SIGNATURES FOR CONSOLIDATED
PERMIT REPORTS

Gentlemen:

Attached is an authorization in which our General Manager of the Central U.S.

Business Unit has delegated authority for signing certain Consolidated Permit Reports to
duly authorized representatives.

Sincerely yours,
L g. phlseel

Ben J. Walkowiak
HES Coordinator

BJW:mal
Aftachment m g
22
RECEIVE] 2 8
PE. AT SECTION =" 3
‘%“ V=)

é{@ E;’A, REGION V {\(\

Printed on 100% Recycled Paper



AUTHORIZATION

THE STATEOF TEXAS § KNOW ALL MEN BY THESE PRESENTS

§
COUNTY OF HARRIS §

That I, L. Carl Hebert, General Manager, Central U.S. Business Unit, Union Oil
Company of California, of Harris County, Texas, have zutherized, and by these presents
and in accordance with applicable Environmental Protection Agency regulations, do
authorize the Asset Managers of the Central U.S. Business Unit of Union Oil Company of

- California, to sign on behalf of the Company, reports submitted by said company in
connection with permits under the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System, the
Underground Injection Control Program, the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act and

. ‘the Prevention of Significant Deterioration provisions of the Clean Air Act.

This authorization is revocable by revocation entered in the Regional Office of the

Environmental Protection Agency.

' PO
IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have hereunto set my hand this :_i’ day of _ALQM__.

1992.

UNION OIL COMPANY OF CALIFORNIA

s ’ / N 4 7 CW".\\ L»-« - )
7 = L. CARL HEBERT
Q@ ~iwir ‘f/m/ GENERAL MANAGER

7
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. Lesplieace File_‘ |

. Degesser 13, 1656

Uno-tYen Chicago Refinery

. Attastion: Lee Evchull
. 135th Street and Hey Avenue

'_‘leaoat, Tilinots £0436-3G5%

Bear hr Erchuil

1976030004 -~ WITT Cosnty

Go Qcteﬁer %? Y950 your . f&cilﬁty was 1ﬂsaecteﬁ ug nmrg Eetzlaff of the
[1iinors Enviroamentai Protection Agency.
- {0 determine your faciiity’s coopliance with 35 J1linois Adminfstrative Code,
. Part 722, Subparts & thraugh E and Part 725, Supbpart{s} & through £, | ang &.

The -purpose ef this inspection was

| B2 the tice of e irspection, BO apparvent wiolatians of tﬁe requinmaents

.
\\/ o

JOBF531 - 9&&

Siecevely, -

2 -“.l’»[ . .
il

&, ﬁisi!&ﬂ Radiiaszi Hanager

Plasming an¢ Reporting Section

_ﬁiviswan of Laaé ?a!latien Cﬂnttp3'-_~'r

EUR:HSE: Ls: Jafazcan 22

o iEnc?asure

- cc: Bivision Fite -

- Hayvces Regioe
bBriagn ¥hite .
Fark Rewzleff
. USEPA Reglon ¥

-3cdressed 8% part.o? the inspection were goserved.

- Fer your information a eopy of the ‘inspection report is encicsed. Sheule | you
. .bave any questions regarding the xnspectiea‘ please con&oct Eark ﬂetz.aff -at

7_._

4
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CERTIFIED MAIL
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

Union 011 Co. of California
Chicago Refinery

135th Street & New Avenue
Lement, I1linois 60439

Re: Union 0i1 Co. of California
Chicago Refinery
fItD 041 550 567

Dear Sir or Madam:

The purpose of this letter is to inform you of the November 7, 1990, date of
the expiration of the national capacity variance for petroleum refinery
wastes, K048-K052. As you are aware under the Third Third rule, EPA granted
an additional three-month national capacity variance for these wastes (55 ER
22641, June 1, 1990). The variance expires on November 7, 1990.

As of November 8, 1990, you, as the generator of these wastes, must treat the
K048-K052 wastes to BDAT standards prior to land disposal, unless one of these
three situations exists:

1. You have received final approval for a case-by-case extension (RCRA
Section 3004(h)(3) and 40 CFR 268.5) as published in the Eederal
>, or

2. You have received final approval for a "no-migration" variance (40 CFR

268.6) as published in the Eederal Register, or

3. You or the treatment facility has received a treatability variance
(40 CFR 268.44) for the particular waste stream(s).

The Agency anticipates that it will not issue any final decisions on any

petitions for variances cor extensions prior to November 8, 1990. During the
period of the national capacity variance, you should have been exploring and
implementing alternatives to the Tand disposal of untreated K048-K052 wastes.

The Agency is committed to carrying out the mandate established by Congress in
RCRA Section 3004 of the Hazardous and Solid Waste Amendments of 1984. We
will be conducting inspections and taking subsequent enforcement actions
appropriate to the nature of the violations relating to the Land Disposal
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PS Form 3800, June 1985

P 461 599 39

RECEIPT FOR CERTIFIED MAIL

1

NO INSURANCE COVERAGE PROVIDED

NOT FOR {NTERNATIONAL MAIL
(See Reverse)

g Sent to 5 . -
3 Union 0il Co. of Calil.
g |sweetand]@5th Street & New Avg.
S Hhod 39
5 P.O.. State and ZIP Code

&

3. Postage S a I
A Centified Fee g

Special Delivery Fee

Restricted Delivery Fee .
A

ET-YHS,
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STICK POSTAGE STAMPS TO ARTICLE TO COVER FIRST CLASS POSTAGE,
CERTIFIED MAIL FEE, AND CHARGES FOR ANY SELECTED OPTIONAL SERVICES. (see front)

1. If you want this receipt postmarked, UIER the gumthed stub to the right of the return address leaving
the receipt attached and present the articlut a post office service window or hand it to your rural carrier.
(no extra charge)

2. If you do not want this receipt postmarked, stick the gummed stub to the right of the return address of
the article, date, detach and retain the receipt, and mail the article.

3. If you want a return receipt, write the certified mail number and your name and address on a return
receipt card, Form 3811, and attach it to the front of the article by means of the gummed ends jf space per-
mits. Otherwise, affix to back of article. Endorse front of article RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED
adjacent to the number.

4. If you want delivery restricted to the addressee, or to an authorized agent of the addressee, endorse
RESTRICTED DELIVERY on the front of the article.

5. Enter fees for the services requested in the appropriate spaces on the front of this receipt. If return
receipt is requested, check the applicable biucks in item 1 of Form 3811.

6. Save this receipt and present it if you make inquiry. #U.8.G.P.0O. 1989-234-555



‘ gENDER Complete items 1 and 2 when additional services are desired, and complete items
and
Put your address in the “RETURN TO’* Space on the reverse side. Failure to do this will prevent this card
from being returned to you. The return receipt fee will provide you the name of the person delivered to and
the date of delivery. For additional fees the following setvices are available. Consult postmaster for fees
and check box(es] for additional service(s) requested.
i )P Show to whom delivered, date, and addressee’s address. 2. [] Restricted Delivery

(Extra charge) (Extra charge)
3. Article Addressed to: 4. Article Number
ynion 0il1 Co. of California P 461 599 391
Chicago Refinery TEY]P: of Service: 0
135th Street & New Avenue C:‘f";::d Dg‘;‘g""
Lemont, I1linois 60439 %Exms& ‘Mail [ Retum Receipt

Always obtain signature of addressee
or agent and DATE DELIVERED.

8., Addressee’s-Address (ONLY if

()\L\ /‘\- ‘\\l}\{ {. r/e’q‘iwstef %d fee paid)

5. ngnature AddresseC

X _—\poy
6. Slﬁhatwe" Agent\
X

7. Date of Delivery

PS Form 3811, Apr. 1989 *U.S.G.P.O. 1989-238-815  DOMESTIC RETURN RECEIPT



UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE
OFFICIAL BUSINESS A :

SENDER INSTRUCTIONS

Print your name, address and ZIP Code

in the space below.

¢ Complete items 1, 2, 3, and 4 on the ——
reverse. 5HR-13 w@

* Attach to front of article if space
permits, otherwise affix to back of ERRALTY ROR R
article. PRIVATE

e Endorse article ‘‘Return Receipt USE, $300
Requested’’ adjacent to number.

RETURN Print Sender’s name, address, and ZIP Code in the space below.

o Wp U.S. EPA )
—ZS-D—SMLD-e'amn—SlKeEI—————‘——_A ?
Chicago, I1linois 60604

i!”!!”l!H”!!”HHIl!ill!”!]!'!”l!ﬂi!'”!”!'
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Restrictions regulations soon after the November 8, 1990, date.

We

strongly

advise you to take any necessary steps to be in compliance with these
important requirements on the effective date.

Sincerely yours,

BRIGIMAL SIGNED BYS

‘ u1q$?ﬁdaﬁgwﬁfﬁo

Acting Associate Director
Office of RCRA

cc:

Glenn Savage

E. William Radlinski

IT1inois Environmental Protection Agency

Mylp  Wpao

SIGNATURE/INITIAL CONCURRENCE REQUESTED - RCRA ENFORCEMENT BRANCH (REBY
IL/IN | MI/WI | MN/OH |IL/MI/WI|IN/MN/OH| REB RCRA WMD
TYP.|AUTH| TES | TES | TES | EPS EPS  |[BRANCH| ASSOC.|DIVISION
| CHIFF | CHIFF | CHIFF | CHIFF | CHIEF | CHIEF 2 DIRECTOR
o SAs " |
O n-6 40 7%%{
| \\{7\ el %}c\‘io
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% @ Illinois Environmental Protection Agency - P. O. Box 19276, Springfield, IL 62794-9276
. 217/782-6761
Refer to: 1378030004 -- Will County | : %®
Uno-Yen o \Q\ 2
ILDO41 550567 %\?)
Compliance Fil @ W st
et \K n P oo
COMPLIANCE INQUIRY LETTER @5% : 2 e )x 3
e e
Certified #P 331 394 833 o\;q:\/@ qu e
X8 o
August 30, 1990 W27y S
Jno-Yen Company

Attn: Catherine . Barnard, Hanager
Eavironmental Service

1650 E. Golf Road

Schaumburg, I[1linois  60196-1088

Dear iis, Barnard:

The purpose of this letter is to address the status of the above-referenced
facility in relation to the requirements of 3% I1l. Ada. Code Part 725 and to
inguire as to your position with respect to the apparent violations identified
in Attachwent A and your plans to correct these apparent violations.

The Agency's findings of apparent non-compliance are based on a August 22,
1990 review of documents submitted to the Agency to demonstrate compliance
with the requirements of Subpart H. -

Please submit in writing, withia fifteen (15) calendar days of the date of
this letter, the reasons for the identified vislations, a description of tae
steps which have Deen taken to correct the viclations and a schedule,
including dates, by which each violation will be resolved. The writien
response, and two copies of all documents submitted in repiy to this letter,
should be seat to the following:

Srian White

Compliance Unit

Planning and Reporting Section

I1linois Enviromasental Protection Agency
Division of Land Poliution Control

2200 Churchill Road

Post Office Box 19276

Springfield, I1linois 62794-9276

Further, take notice that non-compliance with the requirements of the Illiaois
Eavirommental Protection Act and rules and regulations adopted thereunder way
be the subject of enforcement action pursuant to either the Illinois
Environaental Protection Act, lil. Rev. Stat., Ca. 1171 1/2, Sec. 1001 et seq.
or the federal Resource Comservation and Recovery Act (RCRA), 42 U.5.C. Sec.
6901 et seq.
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[llinois Environmental Protection Agency. -. P.O. Box 19276, Springfield, IL 62794-9276"

If you have any questions regaréing the above, please. centact Andy kol)mer at

u  217/782-5781. Enclosed are the financial forns to ue corrected.

Sincerely, ‘

Ul fm m .

E. dilifan Radlinski, famager
Planning and Reporting Section
Division of Land Poliution Control

EHR:Bi:5F/3129n, 24-25

- Enclosure

cc: Division File _
Haywood t@mOﬂ,
| as,.?A/
Brian Haite
Andy Vollmer .
_ Scott Phi}tlps, Enforceaent
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Illinois Environmental Protection Agency + P:'O. Box'19276, Springfield, IL 62794-9276

1.

| o ATTACHMENT A . |
Pursuant to 35 I11. Adm. Code 725.244(b), during the active life of the
factlity, the owner or operator shall adjust the post-closure cost
estimate for inflation within 30 days after each anaiversary of the date

on which the first post-closure cest estimate was prepared. The

adjustment must be made 60 days prior to the anniversary date of the
establisnment of the financial instruments used to comply with Section
725,245, For cuners and operators using the financial test gr corporate

", guarantea, the closure cost estimate must be updated for inflation withia E

2.

30 days after the close of the firm's fiscal year and before submission of -

updated information to the Agency as specified in Section 725.245(e}{5). -
The adjustsent way be wmade by recalculating the post-closure cost estimate
in current dolliars, or by using an inflation factor derived from the = .
annual Implicit Price Deflator for Gross Hational Product as published by
the 0.5, Departaent of Comnerce in its Survey of Current Business as
specified in subsections (D}{1) and (b}(2). The inflation factor is the
rasult of dividing the Yatest published annual Deflator by the Deflator

. for the previous year, ’

1. The first adjust@ent is made by multiplying the post-closure estimate
by ‘the §nflation factor. The result s the adjusted post-closure.
- -cost estimate.” ' S S L

'Z._ Subsequent adjustments are made by multiplying the latest adjusted ‘

post-closure cost estimate by the latest inflation factor.

You ara in appareat viu%atieﬁ of 35 111, Adn, Code 725.244(b) for the
following reason(s): Your post closure cost decreased and with 2 4%
inflation factor your past closure cost should have increased. Please

- explain or adjust your post closure accordingly.

Pursuant to 35 I11. Adm, Code 724.251, the Agency shall promulgate
standardized forms dased on 40 CFR 264.151 with such changes in wording as
are necassary ander 111inois Yaw. Any owner or operator required to -
establish financial assurance under this Subpart shall do so only upen the
standardized foras promulgatad by the Agency. The Agency shall reject any
financial assurance document which §s not submitted om such standardized .
forms. The Agency has rejected your fimancial assurance dacument(s) for
failure to use the Illinols standardized forms. : ‘

1.  Your letter from the Chief Fimancial Officer is incorrect. VYou -
" Jisted the Hountain Pass facility as covered by the Illinois _
Guarantee; however, this should be listed in the first paragraph and
not under the guarantee, a . : -

2. Tae Trust.ﬁ§reemen:.faiis to have the Corporaté Seal affixed as-

. required.

Sd:sf/3129n,25



“Hlinois Environmental Protection Agency -+ P.O. Box 19276, Springfield, ‘IL 62794-9276

Zi 7/7 82-0 761

Refer to: - 1978030004 -- i1l County
. Lezant/Uno-V¥en (UNGCAL)
ILBB41 550567
Compliance File

kay 9, 1890

tno-¥en -

Atta: D.YH. Denton, Superintendent
Health, Eavironment & Safety

© 135th Streét and New Avenue

. Lemont, I1linois 60439

Bear Hr. Denton:

Tae Agency is in veceipt of your April 30, 1890 responsa{s) to our Apr1] i8, .
1590 Pre-Enforcement Confersnce. Your response(s) has beem reviewed and .he
dppareﬁt yiolation{s) of Section(s) 725.193{¢H1} {s now cansiderea resa!veé. '

1% you have any questjaﬂs. please contact Cindy Davis at 217!732-6761.

Si ncere.ly,

_r’L

; . b
o r Vi e
iy f.- _.,,., !‘. Tt

angela Aye Tin, Hanager

" Technical Lompliance Uait
Coxpliance Section

Division ef Land Pollutian Control -

AAT:Bi: bjh/lﬁ?ﬂﬂlls

cc: Bivisioa Fite
Aaywood Regiom .
Cindy Davis
USEPA, Region wv/
Brian Uhite
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_ @ | Illinois Environmental Protection Agency - P.O. Box 19276, Springfield, IL 62794-9276
MEMORANDUM
DATE: - April 16, 1990
TO: Division File
FROM: Cindy vavisPiat
SUBJECT: 1978030004 -- Will
Uno-Ven
Compliance

A Pre-Enforcement Conference was held April 10, 1990 between the Agency and

Uno-Ven. For those in attendance see the attached 1ist. The violation of
725.193(d)(1) cited in the Agency's March 7, 1990 Pre-Enforcement Conference
Letter was discussed. Uno-Ven was using Tables 15 and 16 of the TEGD in their
statistical method. Geordie Smith explained the Agency does not approve the .
use of these tables because under interim status multiple well comparisons are
not allowed and Tables 15 and 16 of the TEGD do not reasonably balance out the
false positive and false negative error rates. Uno-Ven explained that they
have had a false positive error problem in the past, and because Tables 15 and
16 used multiple well comparisons, the chance for a false positive error was
reduced. Uno-Ven further explained the major problem in the past has been
that the background data did not have alot of variance. This problem should
disappear, however, because a new background has been established. Pursuant
to the USEPA Consent Agreement, Unocal (Uno-Ven) had to install a new
groundwater monitoring system and establish new background values. In the
interim while establishing new background values, statistical comparisons were
to be done using the old background values. It was using these values that
caused the statistically significant increases resulting in the enforcement
actions. Geordie explained the problem in the past with triggering was not
due to a false positive error, therefore, the problem was not a statistical

. one, and Uno-VYen should not need to use Tables 15 and 16. The Agency and

Uno-Ven agreed to put this argument off since it may not be necessary if the
new background values indicate the false positive error rate will not be a
problem. Uno-Ven agreed to submit a response to the Agency by April 30, 1990
proposing a statistical procedure for detection monitoring. This procedure
will not include use of Tables 15 and 16 of the TEGD.

Geordie Smith informed Uno-Ven any statistical procedure proposed under
264(724) must meet the following criteria:

1. The test has to be a T-test;
2. Must include individual tomparisons for each indicator parameters; and

3. Must include individual comparisons for each well.



@ Illinois Environmental Protection Agency -  P. O. Box 19276, Springfield. IL 62794-9276

Page 2
The Agency also discussed problems discovered when reviewing the annual report.

1. Uno-Ven did not separately identify in the annual report the statistically
significant increases detected for upgradient well GOI1D as required by
725.194(a)(2) in accordance with 725.193(c)(1). GO1D triggered for pH for
the 1st, 2nd and 3rd quarters.

2. Page 2 of the third quarter analytical results for GO6D was not subm1tted
with the annual report. _

Uno-Ven agreed to submit both of these with the April 30, 1990 response.

Harry Chappel discussed the problems with manifesting nonhazardous waste from
the refinery to the landfarm and the decant basin. The landfarm and decant
basin will need a site number so the computer can track the waste shipment.
Waste has to be manifested because transportation requires use of 2 public
roads. Harry explained that the RCRA Closure Plans for the landfarm and
surface impoundment (closure from a hazardous surface impoundment to a
nonhazardous decant ba51n) should address the problem of an actual permit.
The only thing needed is a waste stream application completed by Uno-Ven
giving the name and address of the facility. Harry informed Uno-Ven he would
call them and let them know if anything else would be needed.

Andy Vollmer discussed the financial assurance. Uno-Ven was.required to
submit a new Part A application and financial assurance to show change of
ownership. The financial papers submitted l1isted Uno-Ven as the corporation
putting up the money. Andy told them since Uno-Ven has not been in business
for a year, (an auditor's opinion cannot be provided), Union 0il would have to
provide financial assurance for closure. Post closure financial assurance can

" be provided by Uno-Ven. Representatives from Uno-Ven stated they do not
prepare the financial instruments, but they would talk to the people in
California who do and try to get it straightened out.

The meeting'adjourned at 3:00 p.m.
CD/m1s/1195n/86-87
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. UsSe
UNO-VEN The UNO-VEN Company xe CSD HES 142-90
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Thomas B. Williams

Manager, Chicago Refinery
Telephone (708) 257-7761
CERTIFIED MAIL

RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED
P 296 346 621 Q - /9323030009
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February 23, 1990

Ms. Angela Aye Tin, Manager

Technical Compliance Unit
Compliance Section
Illinois Environmental
Protection Agency

2200 Churchill Road

P. 0. Box 19276
Springfield, IL 62794-9276

RECEIVED

Compliance Inquiry Letter

FEB 2 & 1930

> IEPA-DLPC
On February 8, 1990, UNO-VEN received your Compliance Inquiry
Letter dated February 2, 1990. That letter alleges that
UNO-VEN violated 35 Ill. Admin. Code 725.193(d)(l) by failing
to notify the Director that the facility may be affecting
groundwater quality. We have reviewed Attachment A to your
letter, which attempts to explain the alleged violation, and
believe that there is no violation of the referenced
regulation. -

Dear Ms. Tin:

Based upon Attachment A, it appears that the confusion which
led to your issuing the Compliance Inquiry Letter relates to
the statistical procedures (and t-tables) used to conduct a
statistical comparison of the analytical data. Therefore, we
will focus our discussion on that issue. Our comments regard-
ing this issue are as follows:

1. Both the guidance document and regulations cited in
Attachment A relate to the statistical procedures to be
employed for analyzing groundwater data generated at

ermitted hazardous waste land disposal facilities.
EﬁﬁTVENT“being an interim status facility, not a permitted
facility, is not subject to the U.S. EPA regulations in 40
CFR Part 264.90 et seq. Instead, the interim status
regulations in Illinois' equivalent to 40 CFR Part 265 (35
I11. Admin. Code 725) must be applied. Particularly, 40
CFR Part 265.93(b) (35 I1l. Admin. Code 725.193 (b)) cites
the appropriate statistical analysis to be used (Appendix
IV, "Tests for Significance'", elaborates on the t-test
requirements).
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This regulation requires that the student's t-test be used
to statistically compare the data. Unlike the regulations
found in 40 CFR Part 264, the interim status regulations
do not contain a statistical performance standard or allow
alternative statistical tests to be used. Also, they do
not specify which student's t-test or t-tables must be
used.

The U.S. EPA's Technical Enforcement Guidance Document
(TEGD) (September 1986) and the t-tables contained therein
fully meet the requirements of the regulations in 40 CFR
Part 265 et seq. (35 Ill. Admin. Code Part 725). The
average replicate test procedure described in that docu-
ment is a multiple comparison technique that provides for
'individual well comparisons using modified t-table values.
The t-table values incorporate a factor analogous to the
least-significant difference factor used in one-way ANOVA.
The need for this factor is discussed below.

The decision of whether or not to escalate from detection
monitoring to assessment monitoring is made based on one
measurement event at a given time point. If one of n
parameters from one of m wells fails, then assessment is
technically triggered. 1If the multiplicity of parameters
is not taken into account, then there is a significant
increase in the rate of rejection of the null hypothesis
(false positives) that arises solely because of statisti-
cal anomalies unrelated to the data quality.

This problem is best illustrated with an example.
Consider the case of a decision to accept or reject an
analytical data set comprised of twenty parameters (five
wells with four indicator parameters). Allow a level of
significance of 0.01, and the probability that all the
parameters will be within specification at the same time
is 81%, not 997 as the regulations would Imply. It is
this type of statistical aberration for which Tables 15
and 16 correct.

While IEPA did provide UNO-VEN with guidance indicating
that it preferred facilities not use Tables 15 and 16 in
the TEGD, there is no regulation which disallows the use
of Tables 15 and 16 during interim status. In fact, U.S.
EPA, by issuing the TEGD, encouraged facilities to use
those tables as a way to avoid false positives. 1In view
of conflicting guidance from two regulatory agencies and
the history of false positives at the facility, UNO-VEN
evaluated both and determined that the statistical
methodology in the TEGD (including Tables 15 and 16) was
most appropriate for their facility. As both were guid-
ance and not law, UNO-VEN was operating within rights
under RCRA. -



V' HES 142-90 | -3 - February 23, 1990

’ In summary, we believe that there has been no violation of the
applicable interim status regulations. When UNO-VEN statisti-
cally analyzed its data using a t-test, which is recommended by
U.S. EPA and meets the requirements of 35 IAC 725.192, no
statistically significant increase was detected during the
first quarter of 1989. Therefore, no additional statistical
analysis was required until the third quarter and no violation
exists.

In an effort to resolve this issue, UNO-VEN requests that a
meeting be held between technical representatives of IEPA,
UNO-VEN and UNO-VEN's consultant. The purpose of this meeting
will be to attempt to resolve this issue at a technical level
rather than having it escalate into a legal dispute. Please
contact L., D, Erchull at (708) 257-7761 in order to arrange a
mutually agreeable time and date.

Very truly yours,

D. W. Denton
Superintendent
Health, Environment & Safety

LDE/1s
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COMPLIANCE IRQUIRY LETTER

Certified ¢ P 115 239 821

February 2, 1539

- yno=Yer

Attn: D, W, Denten, Superintendent

 Bealth, Emvivemment & Safety
_ 135th Street and Hew Avenue ' _ ' o
Lemont, [liinois 8C43%9 : ) ) g

Bear Hr. Sentcn:

The purpose of this latter is to address the ssatus of the above-referenced
facility in relation to the reguiresents of 3% IT1., Adm. Cede, Part 725,
Subpart F and %o inguire as to your position with respect to- the apparent
viglaticas {geatified in Attachment A and your plans o corrsct these appaveat .

,_via?atiﬁns.'f'he Agency's findings of apparent non-compi fance as listed im
Attaciment A are based on a January 22, 1990 review of documents, snﬁmitted‘za

the Agency to deaaﬁstrgte coapxiance "ita the reqnzrements ef Part 7?5
Sabpart F. .

Please submit in-ﬁrfting, within fifteaa-(lﬁ) calendar éays ef the date-of
this letter, the veasons for the fdentified vwiolations, & descvipticn of the
steps ubich have been token to correct the violasions and & schedule,
inciuding dates, by which each vielation will be resclved. The writtea
response, and two coples of all cocuments sabmitges ia reply to this letter,

shaul& be sent tﬁ the following: -

Angela Aye Tin, Hanager
 Tectinical Compliance Unil
- Compliaace Section

TMiinois Environmental Pretection Agency:
. Bivision of Land Foliution cgntrni

2208 Cagrchill Road

ost Office Rox 18276
.Springf1e¥ﬂ, I1lincis §2794-827¢
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Further, take notice that non-compliance with the requivements of the 1llinois
 Environpental Protectios Act and rules and regulations edopted thercunder may
be the subject of enforcement action pursuant to either the [liinois
Envirommental Protection Act, 111, few. Stat., Ch. 111 1/2, Sec. 1001 et seq.
or the federal Rescurce Conservaticn and fecovery Act (RCRA), 42 U.S.C, Sec.
G901 et seq. : - :

If you have asy questioas regarding the above, please contact Cindy Bavis at
- A T/T82-6761. _ o .

Sincerely,

VR P T i T

Angela Aye Tin, Haanager

Technical Compliance bBnit
Compliance Section , ] :
Divisicoa of Land Pelistion Contrel

RAT:CB:RJa3041 3n/35-36

ce: Divigion File .
. Horthern Regien
Cindy Davis :
USEPR Reglon ¥ 7
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ATTACHMENT A

Purssant to 35 I11, Adm., Code 725.193(d)(1), if the amalyses performed
under paragraph (c){2) confirm the significant increase {or pH decrease)
the owner or operator must provide tten notice to the Director --
within seven days of the date of such confirmation -- that the facility
may be affecting groundwater quality.

You are in apparent violation of 35 I11, Ade. Code 725.193(d){1) for the
following reason(s): Faflure to notify the Director of sfgnificant
increases in wmonitor wells GOSD for pH for the second quarter, and €0GD
for pH in the first and second quarters of 1389,

Uno-Ven was notified in writing on lovember S, 1585, the Agency dees not
allow the use of Tables 15 and 16 of USEPA's September 16, 1986, RCRA
Groundwater Monitoring Technical Enforcement Guidance Document (TEGD) for
statistical comparisons. The tables are not acceptable since use of them
does not meet general performence standards for methods that take into
account experiment wide error rates as described in USEPA's Interim Final
Guidance, Statistical Amalysis of Groundwater Monitoring Data at RCRA
Facilities, dated February, 1589 and Final Rule, Statistical Methods for
Evaluating Croundwater Monitoring from Hazardous Waste Facilities, Federal
Register, Tuesday, October 11, 1988, Uno-Ven was also verbally informed
of the technical inadequacies with using these tables.

The Agency has evaluated the data using a standard t-table. For 2 one
tailed test at the 59 percent confidence {mterval with an n of 11 (12-1},
the correct tc is 2.718, For a two tailed test at the $9 percent
confidence interval, the correct tc value is 3.106. Using these tc values
in Uno-Ven's calculations:

Upper Bound of the $9 Percent Confidence Interval for SC,TOX and TOC:

Yo = Xp + TeSp (1 + 1/nb x ob)1/2

Specific Conductance

Xe = 1248.06 + (2.7N18) (472.75) (1 + 1n12)1/2 3@\1\51
X = 2585.46 g'\‘l//, 3
v / >
Xe = 10,63 + (2.718) (8.73) (1 + 112)172 A ®
Goel — ¢
TOX

Xe = .0790 + (2.718) (0.0775) (1 + V/12)1/2
Xc = 0.2982
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 Lower andiUpper. Bound of thé 99 Percent Confidence Interval for ph:

¥¢ = Xp + TeSp (1 # 1/(nb x ob}}/2
X = 7,11 + (3.108) (.15} (3 + 1123142
Xe = 6. szs - 7.58

- Yhen co:@ar‘iag the first, second and third guarters !989 data to the

observed . _
gu50 S , 806D

calculated X values, the following statisticany sigmﬂcant itzcreaszes were

Znd quarter pH 7.68 1st quarter pH 7.6%
Jrd quarter ph 7,79 2nd quarter pH 8.00
?.55 ' _ 3rd quarter pH 8.14

_ Fempie pa
] B Resample ph 8.16

*6oie

ist quarter' pﬁ 8.68
2n¢ quarter pH 7,80
Src marter pﬁ 7.89

%niter!ng well iadicator parameters are staﬂst!cany signiﬁcam; if t.f;e mean _'
valves for 2 swp?ing event arg: -

pH: Yalues iess thanr 6.625 or greater than 7.59
$C: Values greaver than 2585

T8C: Valoes greater tham 35. 33

TOX: Values greater tham 0.2982

*@gmﬁtem we'n does net reguire gotification umtil Anpual &epert.

Of the m?e significant frcreases cMy GO6D for the th!rd qaarter (sﬂﬂ was

reported to the Agency.
cefaisiaazmﬁ-z _
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PRE-E&FBRGEMEQT CORFEREHCE LETTER
€ertif!ed # P 106 008 839

Barch 7, 1996

tno-Yen

Atta: D.¥. Denter, Superistendent
Eealth, Envirorment & Safety

135th Street snd Hew Avenuo
. Lesont, Iilinofs 60439

Dear Hr, Benton‘ .

The :Agency. h&s prnvieasly informed Una-VYen of epparent vielationms of the
1 linots Environmental Protectfon Act and/or rules and regulations adepted
therounder. These" apparent violaticns are set forth in Attacrment A of this
%etter. ' o

As & resuit of tnese apparert yinletfons, it 1s our inteat to refer this
. gatter to the hgen:y 's legal steff for the preparation of 2 forma) enforcenent
case. The Agency's legal staff will, in ture, refer this matter to the office
of Attorney €cneral or to the Baitad States Environmental Prntectinn Agency
for the filiug of a forms) cosplaint,

Fw1nr t@ taking such action, however, you are requestee to atxenﬁ a .
Pre-Enforcezent Conference to be heid at the 11Vine!s Envirommental Protection
Rgency, Division of Lend Pollution Comtrol, 2200 Churchill Raad. $9r1ngfieid. '
111inots.. The purpose of this Conference mi!l be: .

1. To discuss the validity of the apparent viclaticns nated hy ﬁgeaqy staff,
and

2., Te arrive at o pragram to e}imiuate extfsting and/or futare vie!ations.

You shauld tneneferu, bring such persnnne! and records to the caaference as
will enzble a2 complete discussion of the above items. le Dave scheduled tie
Conference for Mareh 27, 1590, at Y:30 p.m. 1f this arrangement is .

inconvenient, please comtact Cindy S. Dawig at 217/782-6761 to arrange for an
. 8lternative date and time.

In addition, please be advised that this letter constitutes the rotice -
reguired by Section 31(¢) of the Ill{nois Envircnbental Protection Act prior
to the filing of a formel complaimt. The cited Section of tﬁe INirots '
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Sincerel ¥

Illinois Environmental _Protectid_n Agency - P.O.Box 19276, Springfield, IL" 62'794-927_6" L

. Envirenmental Protection Act requires the Agency to inform you of the charges

which are to be glleged and offer you the opportinity te meet with appropriate
efficials within thirty days of this notice date in an effort to resolve such’
conflict which could lead to u‘fe fﬂ'lng of forma! asctiosm. '

=

- L

.

!iance svctfen
Division of Land Fo!iutfaﬁ C¢ntra3
l/ﬂj"' . '

HAC: swmsmmn;sﬁ-szr
'&tmmm _'
cc. Eivtsica File

Haywoed Region :
Cingy Davis V//
. .QSEPA Region ¥
. Brian Uhite
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ATTACHREST ‘A

Parsuant to 35 m Adm. Cede 725.193({4){1), if the anaiyses perfemed

" pader paragraph {c){2) confirm the significent fncresse {or pli decrease)

the ocwner or operator must provide written notice to the Director -«
within seven days of the date of such confirmation ~- thst the facinty
aay be affect!ag groundwater qualfty.

You are in apparest violation of 35 INN. Adn. Code 725.19-3(4){1) for the

fotlowing reasen{s): Failure to motify the Director of significant
fncreases 18 sonitor wells GOSD for pH for the second quarmr, and G0SD
for pﬁ in the first and second quarters of 198%,.

Uno-Ven was potified in aﬁrn:mg on Hovember ©, 1988, the Agemy m; aot
allow the use of Tables 15 and 16 of USEPA's September 1C, V986, RCRA .

~ Groundeater Morttoring Teelwical Enforcement Guidance Document (TECG) for

statistical cemparisons. The tebles are not acceptable since use of them
dees not wwet gereral performance standards for aethods that take into
account experiment wide error rates as described in USEPA's Interim Final

- Guidance, Statistical Anslysis of Groundwater Nomitoring Dats at RCRA
Facitities, dated February, 196% ard Finad Rule, Statistical Hethods for .

Eveleatisp Greundwater Honitoring from Hazardous Haste Facilities, Federal
Register, Tuesday, Cctoder 11, V1988, Une-Ven wes 2lso qerbany iafomed
@f tha manical tnadeguacies Mth ﬁsmg these tabtes. :

The Agercy has evaluated the eata nsmg a standard t—table. Fdr & one
tatled test gt the 59 percent confidence fnterval with am n of 11 (12-1),

“the correct tc ¢s 2.718. For a two teiled test at the 9% percent

confidence interval, the correct tc velue 15 3.108, ﬂsmg these tc"'\‘rames-

.. {a Umo-Ven's cﬂculations'

Upper Bound of the 90 Fercerat Confidence Interm? for sc , TOX amd *ec. .

= Xp * TeSp {1 + 1!&5 x a};)”z
Specifie Conductance

‘%g = 124805 + iz.m) mz.m (s a2

% = 2585.46
yo¢

'xc = 10.63 + (2.718) (8.73) {1 + 1A2)/2

%e = 35,33

10

¥e = .0790 + u.m; (0.0775) (1 + 1/12)1[2
%c = 0.2382
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Lower aad prer Eesnd of the S5 Percent Penfideﬁae Interval for- pﬂ
¥e = zb % TeSy (1 + ll(nh x ob)1/2
o
X =701 & 13, 106} (. 15) {1+ 'meﬂﬂ:’
Xg = 6.625 - 7.89 |
 §hen comparing the First, secend and third quarters 1980 deta to the = - -
) :;;gﬁlggea ?c values, the fetlewﬁng statistically signiflcant iﬁcreasas aeve o

gosp . | go6D

-

. ‘2nd guarter pi 7.68 _ : 15t cuarter pH 7.65 -
. 3rd quarter R 7.79 e 2nd guarter pR 8,60
- '“ﬁgseﬁaig-p&f? 5 3r¢ quarter ph 8.14

Resample pH 8,16
501D | .

Ist quarter pif .06

2n¢ cuarter pH 7.50

3rd guerter pH 7.85

ﬁaqitaring well 1ndicator parameters ave statistically sfgsifieant i€ tﬁe fear
~ valees for 3 sampling event ave: L

_ .pﬂz Yaiu&s tess than 6.&2‘ or greater them 7.59

~ S6: Vaslues grester tham 2585.46

T9C: VYalaes greater thap 35.33

T6X: Valuos greater than 0.2982

*ﬁpgraa$eat'uelt doos not reguire motificeticn umtil Annus) &epﬁ?i.._,

ef the above significant increases enly GO60 for the thtre quarter {pH} was
reported to the Agency.

B €h/mYs/0774n/38-38




Unocai Refining & Marketing Division HES 491-89
Unocal Corporation
135th Street & New Avenue

Lamont. llinors 60439 - X¢ Couer ICH‘CV Oﬂ/j
Telephone {312) 257-7761

UNOCALD CERTIFIED MAIT, .,»/C,
RETURN RECEIPT REGUEETED
P 994 489 341

Thomas B. Williams Ms. Angela Aye Tin
Marager. Chicago Refinery Illinois Environmental Protectlon
Agency

Division of Land Pollution Control
Technical Compliance Unit

Compliance Section

P. 0. Box 19276
/93503 000y e =6
; Springfield, IL 62794-927¢6
UNOCAL prng ’

ZLDoY/ISS050F
Response to September 22, 1989
Compliance Inquiry Letter

Dear Ms. Tin:

In response to your September 22, 1989 Compliance Inquiry
Letter regarding missing monitoring data, we provide the
following comments.

All of the required information was submitted to you in our
June 26, 1989 submission. In case the letter has been mis-
placed, we are providing you with another copy.

Turbidity data on the wells was not reported because it is not
required as referenced in Illinois Administrative Code Title
35, Section 725.192(b)1 and 40 CFR 265, appendix 3.

Should you have any further questions, please contact L. D.
Erchull at the above telephone number.

RECEIVED
Very truly yours, 0CT & 198
IEPA.
C R Pl JtDeE DLpC
C. R. Plug
Superintendent

Health, Environment & Safety

. LDE/las

Attachment
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ﬂ s, UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
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S Y & REGION § -
g M 3 230 SOUTH DEARBORN ST.

X )
"t o Oﬁd@ CHICAGO, ILLINOIS 60604
, REPLY TO THE ATTENTION OF:
5H-12
SEP 22 1868
CERTIFIED MAIL
i ESTED

. - C.T. Corporation System
.ﬂ — Registeréd Agent for

f Ohio Waste Systems, Inc.
; 815 Superior Avenue N.E.
Cleveland, Chio 44114

Re: Complaint, Findings of Violation
; ) and Campliance Order

4 . _ Evergreen Landfill

| ‘ EFA I.D. No.: CHD 608 111 327

- Dear Sir or Madam:

- Enclosed please find a Complaint and Compliance Order which specifies this
Agency'’'s determination of certain violations by Chio Waste Systems, Inc., of
the Resource Canservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) as amended, 42 U.S.C.

§6901 et seg. This Agency'’s determination is based on inspections of the
facility located at 2625 East Broadway, Nortlmwood, Chio 43619 by the

GChio Environmental Protection Agency (COEPA), and other information in the
OFPA's and the United States Envirormmental Protection Agency’s files. The
Findings in the Camplaint state the reasons for such a determination. In
essence, the facility failed to meet particular requirements of RCRA relating
to groundwater monitoring.

Accompanying the Complaint is a Notice of Opportunity for Hearing. Should
you desire to caontest the Camplaint, a written request for a hearing is
required to be filed with the Regional Hearing Clerk (SMF-14),

United States Envirommental Protection Agency, 230 South Dearborn Street,
Chicago, Illinois 60604, within 30 days from receipt of this Camplaint.

A copy of your request should also be sent to Larry L. Johnson, Office of
Regional Counsel (5CS-TUB-3) at the above address.

Regardless of whether you choose to request a hearing within the prescribed
time limit following service of this Complaint, you are extended an
‘ opportunity to request an informal settlement conference.



-2 -

' If you have any questions or desire to request an informal conference for
the purpose of settlement with Waste Management Division staff, please

contact James Saric, United States Environmental Protection Agency,

RCRA Enforcement Branch (5HR-12), 230 South Dearborn Street, Chicago,

I1linois 60604. His phone number is (312) 886-4446.

Sincerely,

Basil G. Constantelos, Director
Waste Management Division

Enclosure Q . g ;

cc: Mr. John A. Barbush ;Lf
General Manager
Evergreen Landfill
2625 East Broadway
Northwood, Ohio 43619

q.HHR

Richard Dreschel, OEPA-NWDO &4~

bcc: Robert Small, OWPE (0S-520) &
‘ Larry Johnson, ORC 5CS-TUB-3 l/

Regional Hearing Clerk, SMF-14 T
OH Permit Section, 5HR-13
Jean Sharp, SHR-13 L~

P

5HR—-12:JSARIC:sbowie:6/8/89:disk #2 OHIOWASTE.CMP:6—4446
rev: or-6/13/89.rev8/16/89rev 8/31/89

W
\ : & 23
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
REGION V

IN THE MATTER OF:

CHIO WASTE SYSTEMS, INC.
2625 EAST BROADWAY
NORTHWOOD, CHIO 43619

EPA I.D. No: GHD 608 111 327

17" 18 j
T e
™ A 4 n, H
l\‘qE“’ 25 18E9 l

This Camplaint is filed pursuant to Section 3008(a)(1) of theﬁ%ﬂgo Eémf;f %IE_RK

PROTECTION AGENCY
Conservation and Recovery Act of 1976, as amended (RCRA), 42 U.S.C. §6928(a)(1),

and the United States Environmmental Protection Agency’s Consolidated Rules of
Practice Governing the Administrative Assessment of Civil ,Pénalties and the

" Revocation or Suspension of Permits, 40 CFR Part 22. The Camplainant is the
Director, Waste Management Division, Region V, United States Envirormental
Protection Agency (U.S. EPA). The Respandent is Chio Waste Systems, Inc.,

located at 2625 East Broadway, Northwood, Chio 43619.

This Camplaint is based on information cbtained by the U.S. EFA, including a
campliance inspection conducted by the Chio Envirormental Protection Agency
(CEFA) on August 2,5,1 1988, and camprehensive groundwater nonitoring evaluations
conducted by the CEPA on August 26-27, 1986, and Jarmary 23, 1989. At the time
of the inspections, violations of applicable State and Federal regulations were

identified.

Pursuant to 42 U.S.C. §6928(a)(1), and based on the information cited above,
it has been determined that Chio Waste Systems, Inc., has violated Subtitle C

of RCRA, Sections 3004 and 3005, 42 U.S.C.§6924 and 6925 and regulations cited
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at 40 CFR 265.90(a), 40 CFR 265.94(a)(2)(ii), 40 CFR 265.310, and 40 CFR 265.117.
The applicable Chio Regulations are found in the Chio Administrative Code (QAC)

at 3745-65-90(a), 3745-65-94(A)(2)(B), 3745-66-10, and 3745-66-17.

JURISDICTTCON
Jurisdiction for this action is conferred upon U.S. EPA by Sections 2002(a)(1),

3006(b), and 3008 of RCRA, 42 U.S.C. §6912(a)(1), §6926(b), and §6928

respectively.

Fram July 15, 1983, until Jamuary 31, 1986, the State of Chio had Phase I
interim authorization pursuant to Section 3006 of RCRA, 42 U.S.C. §6926, to
administer a hazardous waste program in lieu of the Federal program. This
authorization allowed either the State or U.S. EPA to enforce Ghio hazardous
waste statutes and regulation, where applicable, in lieu of Federal statutes.
U.S. EPA retained authority in matters related to the issuance of final RCRA
Permits during this period. On Jamuary 31, 1986, the State of Chio'’s Phase I_
interim authorization expired. Fram February 1986 until June 30, 1989, the
Federal Hazardous Waste program and regulations applied in the State of Chio.
On June 30, 1989, the State of Ohio was granted Final Authorization by the
Administrator of U.S. EPA pursuant to Section 3006(b) of RCRA, 42 U.S.C.
§6926(b), to administer a hazardous waste program in lieu of the Federal
program. See 54 Federal Register 27,170 (1989). As a result, facilities in
Chio qualifying for interim status under Section 3005(e) of RCRA, 42 U.S.C.
§6925(e), are now regulated under the Chio provisions found at Chio
Administrative Code (OAC) Rule 3745-50 et sedq., rather than the Federal
requlations set forth at 40 CFR Part 265. Thus, this Camplaint, Findings of

Violation, and Campliance Order seeks to enforce both Federal and State
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regulations, as applicable. Section 3008(a) of RCRA, 42 U.S.C. §6928(a),
pro\_r‘ides that U.S. EPA may enforce State regulations in those States aut.hor.ized
to administer a hazardous waste program. Notice to the State pursuant to this
section has been provided.

FIND OF VIOLATT

This determination of violation is based on the following:

1. Responderit, Chio Waste Systems, Inc., is a person defined by Section
1004(15) of RCRA, 42 U.S.C. §6903(15), who owns and operates a facility at

2625 East Broadway, Northwood, Chio that disposed of hazardous waste.

2. Section 3010(a) of RCRA, 42 U.S.C. §6930(a), requires any person who
generates or transports hazardous waste, or owns or operates a facility for
the treatment, storage, or disposal of hazardous waste, to notify U.S. EPA of
such activity within 90 days of the promilgation of regulations identifying

. such hazardous waste under Section 3001 of RCRA. Section 3010 of RCRA also
provides that no hazardous waste subject to redulations may be transported,
treated, stored, or disposed of unless the required notification has been

given.

3. U.S. EFA first published regulations concerning the identification,
generation, transportation, tréaumnt, storage, or disposal of hazardous waste
on May 19, 1980. These regulations are codified at 40 CFR Parts 260 et seq.
Notification to U.S. EPA of hazardous waste activity, J.ncludmg the activities

of the Respondent, was required in most instances no later than August 18, 1980.

4. Section 3005(a) of RCRA requires U.S. EPA to publish regulations requiring

‘each person owning or operating a hazardous waste treatment, storage, or
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disposal facility to obtain a RCRA Permit. Such regulations were published on. .
May 19, 1980, and are codified at 40 CFR Parts 270 and 271 (formerly Parts 122
and 123), as amended. The regulations require that persons who treat, store,
or dispose of hazardous waste submit Part A of the permit application in most

instances no later than November 19, 1980.

5. Section 3005(e) of RCRA provides that an owner or operator of a facility_
shall be treated as hav:'ng‘been issued a permit pending final administrative
disposition on the permit application provided that: (1) the facility was in
existence on Novamber 19, 1980; (2) the requirements of Section 3010(a) of

RCRA concerning notification of ‘hazardous waste activity have been complied

-with; and (3) an application for a permit has been made. This statutory

authority to operate is known as interim status. U.S. EPA requlations

implamenting these provisions are found at 40 CFR Part 270.

6. The Respondent, Chio Waste Systems, Inc., owns and operates a
facility at 2625 East Broadway, Northwood, Chio. The Respondent is an Chio
corporation whose registered agent is C.T. Corporation System, 815 Superior

Averme, N.E., Cleveland, Chio 44114.

7. On August 18, 1980, Respondent filed a notification of hazardous waste
activity for this facility with U.S. EPA pursuant to Section 3010 of RCRA. On
November 19, 1980, Respondent filed Part A of the permit application with the
U.S. EPA pursuant to Section 3005 of RCRA. Respondent obtained interim status
for the processes and hazardous wastes listed in Part A of its permit

application.
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8. The Respondent disposed of hazardous waste at the facility. These wastes
have been identified and listed as hazardous wastes under Section 3001 of the
Act (U.S. EPA Hazardous Wastes Nos. D001, D002, D004, D005, D006, D007, DOOS, |
D009, D010, DOl1ll, DOl6, F0O06, FO17, FO18, K048, K049, K050, K051, K061, K062,I

K068, K071, K086, K106, P030, U220, and U226).

9. On August 26-27, 1986, OFPA conducted a RCRA camprehensive groundwater
monitoring evaluation of Respondents facility and identified the following

violation:

Failure to install a groundwater monitoring system capable of
determmng the facility’s impact on the quality of groundwater in the
uppermost agquifer, as required by 40 CFR 265.90(a) and GAC 3745-65-90(A).
Specifically, in not installing groundwater monitor wells in the
Lacustrine Zone and the Sandy Zone located approximately 50 — 60 feet
below the facility, Ghio Waste Systems, Inc., is not adeguately

monitoring the uppermost aquifer.

10. In a letter dated April 10, 1987, OEPA notified Respondent of the
violations noted in the August 26-27, 1986, inspection of Respondent’s

facility.

11. In a letter dated July 31, 1987, U.S. EPA notified Respondent of the

inadequacies of the existing groundwater monitoring system.

12. On September 25, 1987, U.S. EPA conditionally approved i?espmderrt’s
closure plan, provided that a revised post-closure groundwater monitoring plan

be submitted by October 31, 1987, incorporating the required conditions.
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13. In a letted dated August 29, 1989, U.S. EPA notified the Respondent that

‘the post—closure plan was disapproved.

14. On February 24, 1988, Respondent submitted the 1987 Groundwater
Monitoring Supplementary Anmual Report. This Report failed to include the
results of statistical evaluations required by 40 CFR 265.93(b) which is a

Violation of 40 CFR 265.94(a)(2)(ii) and GAC 3745-65-94(A)(2) (b).

15. On June 20, 1988, U.S. EPA sent Respondent a Notice of Violation

regarding:

a. Failure to meet the post-closure groundwater monitoring requirements,
as required by 40 CFR 265.117 (QAC 3745-66-17) and 40 CFR 265.310

(COAC 3745-66-10) ; and

b. Failure to include the results of statistical evaluations as
specified in 40 CFR 265.93(b) and GAC 375-65-93(B) in the groundwater
monitoring ammual report, as required by 40 CFR 265.94 (a)(2)(ii)

and CAC 3745-65-94(A) (2) (b).

16. On August 25, 1988, OEPA conducted a RCRA inspection of Respondent’s
facility and identified the following violation of the Federal arxd State

Hazardous Waste Program:

The Facility failed to meet the post—Cclosure groundwater monitoring
requirements, as required by 40 CFR 265.310 (OAC 3745-66-10) and 40 CFR

265.117 (GAC 3745-66-17).

17. On September 16, 1988, OEFA sent a Notice of Violation to Respondent

citing the violation found during the August 25, 1988, inspection.



 _

18. On Jamuary 25, 1989, QEPA conducted a RCRA camprehensive groundwater
mohitoring evaluation of Respondent’s facility and identified the following -

violation of the Federal and State Hazardous Waste Program:

Failure to install a gromﬂwater monitoring system capable of determining
the facility’s impact on the quality of groundwater in the uppermost
aquifer, as required by 40 CFR 265.90(a) and GAC 3745-65-90(A).
Specifically, in not installing groundwater monitor wells in the
Lacustrine Zone and the Sandy Zone located approximately 50 — 60 feet
below the facility, Chio Waste Systems, Inc., is not adeguately monitoring

the uppermosf aquifer.

19. On April 27, 1989, OFPA sent a Notice of Violation to Respondent citing

. the violation found during the January 25, 1989, inspection.

COMPLIANCE QRDER
Respondent having been initially determined to be in violation of the above
cited rules and regulations, the following Campliance Order pursuant to

Section 3008 of RCRA, 42 U.S.C. §6928, is entered:

A. Respondent shall, immediately upon this Order becaming final, achieve and
maintain compliance with all of the groundwater monitoring requirements,
including all reporting requirements, pursuant to 40 CFR 265.90 through

265.91, and GAC 3745-65-90 through 3745-65-94, except as provided in Paragraphs

B and C below.

B. Respondent shall, within thirty (30) days of this Order becoming final,

. submit to U.S. EPA the results of a statistical evaluation for the 1987 Ammual
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Groundwater Monitoring Report pursuant to 40 CFR 265.93(b) that satisfies the

requirements of 40 CFR 265.94(a) (2) (ii) and GAC 3745-65-94(A)(2) (b).

C. Respondent shall, within sixty (60) days of this Order becaming final,
submit to U.S. EPA for approval, a post—closure groundwater monitoring plan
pursuant to 40 CFR 265.117 and 40 CFR 265.310, which incorporates the required
modifications of the September 25, 1987, letter submitted by U.S. EPA to Chio

Waste Systems, Inc.

D. Within thirty (30) days of U.S. EPA approval of the plan required in
paragraph C above, Respondent shall implement the plan in accordance with the

approved schedule.

E. Respordent shall.notify U.S. EPA in writing upon achieving campliance with
this Order and any part thereof. This notification shall be submitted nho later
than the time stipulated above to the U.S. EFA, Region V, Waste Management
Division, 230 South Dearborn Street, Chicago, Illinois 60604. Attention:

James Saric, RCRA Enforcement Branch, 5HR-12.

A copy of these documerrts and all corresponderce with U.S. EPA regarding this
Order shall also be sulmitted to Mr. Michael Savage, Division of Solid and
Hazardous Waste Management, Chio Environmental Protection Agency (CEFA),

1800 WaterMark Drive, P.O. Box 1049, Columbus, Chio 43266-1049.

Notwithstanding any other provision of this Order, an enforcement action may be
brought pursuant to Section 7003 of RCRA or other statutory authority where the
handling, storage, treatment, transportation, or disposal of solid or hazardous
waste at this facility may present an imminent and substantial érﬂangennent to

human health or the environment.
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PROPOSED CIVIT, PENALTY
In view of the above determination and in consideration of the seriousness c')f”
the violations cited herein, the potential harm to lnman health and the
enviromment, and the ability of the Respondent to pay penalties, the
Camplainant proposes to assess a civil penalty in the amount of ONE HUNDRED
THIRTY-TWO THOUSAND FOUR-HUNDRED SIXTY NINE DOLIARS ($132,469.00) against the
Respondent, Chio Waste Systems, Inc., pursuant to Sections 3008(c) and 3008(g)
of RCRA, 42 U.S.C. §6928. Payment shall be made by certified or cashier’s
check payable to the Treasurer of the United States of America and shall be
mailed to U.S. EPA, Region V, P.0. Box 70753, Chicago, Illinois 60673. Copies
of the transmittal of the payment should be sent to both the Regional Hearing
Clerk, Plarming and Managa@t Division (5MF-14), and the Solid Waste and
Emergency Response Branch Secretary, Office of Regional Counsel (5CS-TUB-3),

U.S. EPA, 230 South Dearborn Street, Chicago, Illinois 60604.

Faillure to comply with any requirements of the Order shall subject the above-
named Respondent to liability for a civil penalty of up to TWENTY-FIVE THOUSAND
DOLIARS ($25,000) for each day of contimued noncampliance with the deadlines
contained in this '6rder. U.S. EPA is authorized to assess such penalties
pursuant to RCRA Section 3008(c).

The above-named Respondent has the right to request a hearing to contest any
material factual allegation set forth in the Complaint .and Camnpliance Order or
the appropriateness of any proposed campliance schedule or pemalty Unless
Respondent has filed an answer not later than thirty (30) days from the date
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this Camplaint is served, Respondent may be found in default of the above

Carplaint and Compliance Order.

To avoid a finding of default by the Regional Administrator you must file a
written answer to this Complaint with the Regional Hearing Clerk, Planning and
Management Division (5MF-14), U.S. EPA Region V, 230 South Dearborn Street,
Chicago, Illinois 60604, within thirty (30) days of receipt of this notice. A
copy of your answer and any subsequent documents filed in this action should be
sent to Larry L. Johnsan, Assistant Regional Counsel (5CS-TUB-3), at the same
address. Failure to answer within thirty (30) days of receipt of this
Camplaint may result in a finding by the Regional Administrator that the entire
amount of penalty sought in the Complaint is due and payable and subject to the
interest and penalty provisions contained in the Federal Claims Collection Act

of 1966, 31 U.S.C. §§3701 et seq.

Your answer should clearly and directly admit, deny, or explain each of the
factual allegations of which Respondent has knowledge.. Said answer should
contain: (1) a definite statement of the facts which constitute the grounds of
defense; and (2) a cbncise statement of the facts which Respondent interds to |
place at issue in the hearing. The denial of any material fact, or the raising

of any affirmative defense, shall be construed as a request for a hearing.

The Consolidated Rules of Practice Governing the Administrative Assessment of
Civil Penalties and the Revocatian or Suspension of Permits, 40 CFR Part 22,
are applicable to this administrative action. A copy of these Rules is

enclosed with this Complaint.
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SETTLFMENT CONFERENCE
Whether or not Respondent requests a hearing, Respondent may confer informaily
with U.S. EPA concerning: (1) whether the alleged violations in fact occurred
as set forth above; (2) the appropriateness of thé campliance schedule; and
(3) the appropriateness of any proposed penalty in relation to the size of
Respondent ’s business, the gravity of the violations, and the effect of the
proposed penalty on Respondent’s ability to contimue in business.
Respondent. may request an informa_l s_ettlement.conference at any t1me by
contacting this office. Any such request, however, will not affect either the
thirty-day time limit for responding to this Camplaint or the thirty-day time

limit for requesting a formal hearing on the violations alleged herein.

U.S. EPA encourages all parties to pursue the possibilities of settlement
through informal conferences. A request for an informal conference should be
made in writing to Mr. James Saric, RCRA Enforcement Branch (5HR-12), at the

address cited above, or by calling him at (312) 886—0992.

Dated this | 22 day of Sﬂ{ﬂ‘- ., 1989.

il G« anteleS, Difector
Waste Management Division
Complainant
U.S. Envirormmental Protection Agency
Region V
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CERTTFICATE OF SFRVICE

I hereby certify that I have caused a copy of the foregoing Complaint to be’ |

served upon the persons designated below, on the date below, by causmg said

copies to be deposited in the U.S. Mail, First Class and certified—return

receipt requested, postage prepaid, at Chicago, Illinois, in envelopes

addressed to:
C.T. Corporation System Mr. John A. Barbush
Registered Agent for General Manager
(hio Waste Systems, Inc. and Evergreen Landfill
815 Superior Averme N.E. 2625 East Broadway
Cleveland, Chio 44114 Northwood, Chio 43619

'I have further caused the original of the Complaint and this Certificate of
Service to be served in the Office of the Regional Hearing Clerk located in
the Plaming and Management Division, U.S. EPA, Region V, 230 South Dearborn

Street, Chicago, Illinois 60604, on the date below.

These are said persons’ last known addresses to the subscriber.

Dated this 2 5 day of S ﬁl‘b‘h , 1989.




Regulation Applicable at
the Time of Violation
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ATTACHMENT 1

Nature of Requirement
Date of Violation

Penalty
Assessed

40 CFR 265.90(a)

40 CFR 265.117 & 40 CFR 265.310

40 CFR 265.94(a) (2)(ii)

Groundwater monitoring system
not capable of determining the
facility’s impact on the upper-
most aguifer

(August 25-26, 1986;

Jaruary 25, 1989)

Failure to camply with the
post—closure groundwater
monitoring requirements
(June 20, 1988;

August 25, 1988)

Failure to include the required
statistical evaluations in the
1987 groundwater anmal report
(June 20, 1988)

Total

$121,969.00

$ 9,500.00

$ 1,000.00

$132,469.00
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Illinois Environmental Protection Agency - P. O. Box 19276, Springfield. IL 62794-9276

217/782-8761 -

Refer to: 1978030004 -~ K111 County
CECCAL
ILDO4Y ES0567
Compliance File

Hovember 1, 19EE

UCCAL

Attention: Leo Erchull
135th Street & Mew Avenue
Lemont, I‘H'Inois 5043¢

Lear ¥ir. Erchull:

On Jun 21, 1988, your facility was {nspected by Giro Brunt of the l1linois
Environpentai Prcte(:tion Agercy. The purpose of this inspection was to
determine your facility's complfance with 35 I11inots Administrative Code,
Part 725, Subpart(s) F. At the time of this inspection, apparent vfolatiens
feund in previous inspection(s} were again observed. .

For your information, a copy of the 1aspectioa report is enclosed. Should yeu
!;'1\5 _,:?Lg %stions regarding the {nspection, please centact Gino Brenf at

Sincerely,

Creigeda Giage. Sead

Angela Aye Tin, !lanager

Technical Compliance Unit
Compliance Section

- Piviston of Land Pollution Control

AAT:68:8W:3d/3333§ /58
" Enclosure
cc: Diviston File - - RECEIVED

Haywood Region
Brian Mhite

™\

Cindy Davis o o NOV T8

| P.A —D.LP C
méTAW CF lLLNO'S
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(€D 574
* g% %,  UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
§ - % REGION 5
%M K 230 SOUTH DEARBORN ST.
s CHICAGO, ILLINOIS 60604
ocT 2 6 '987 ngl;ll'E Il-iEZ_ATTENTION OF:

CERTIFIED MAIL
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

Walter W. Crim, Esquire

Unocal Corporation

1201 West 5th Street

P.0. Box 7600

Los Angeles, California 90051

Re: Consent Agreement and
Final Order
Union 0i1 Company of Ca11forn1a
Lemont, Illinois
Docket No. V-W-87-R- 015

Dear Mr. Crim:
This letter is to acknowledge receipt of the Consent Agreement and Final Order
signed by Unocal Corporation. A fully executed copy of the Consent Agreement

and Final Order is enclosed for your file.
Your cooperation in resolving this matter is appreciated.

Sincerely yours,

William H. Miner, Chief
Hazardous Waste Enforcement Branch

Enclosure

cc: w/enclosures
D. W. Bruckert, Supervisor
Larry Eastep, IEPA
Gary King, IEPA
Linda Kissinger, IEPA
Glenn Savage, IEPA
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RECEIPT FOR CERTIFIED MAIL
NO INSURANCE COVERAGE PROVIDED
NOT FOR INTERNATIONAL MAIL

(See Reverse)

Sent to

Walter W. Crim, Esquire

YnovealoCorporation
0.7 Bo% 7600

L0s.Angeles, California
90051, .2k

* U.S.G.P.O. 1985-480-794

Certified Fee q q

Special Delivery Fee

Restricted Delivery Fee

Return Rgceipt showing
to whom and Date Delivergd—- O
e,

Return Receipt showigg b
Date. and Address q| liv

PS Form 3800, June 1985
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STICK POSTAGE STAMPS TO ARTICLE TO COVER FIRST CLASS POSTAGE,
CERTIFIED MAIL FEE, AND CHARGES FOR ANY SELECTED OPTIONAL SERVICES. (see front)

1. If you want this receipt postmarked, stick the gummed stub to the right of the return address leaving
the receipt attached and present the article at a post office service window or hand it to your rural carrier.
(no extra charge)

2. |If you do not want this receipt postmarked, stick the gummed stub to the right of the return address of
the article, date, detach and retain the receipt, and mail the article.

an yoh want a return receipt, write the certified mail number and your name and address on a return
receipt card, Form 3811, and attach it to the front of the article by means of the gummed ends if space per-
mits. Otherwise, affix to back of article. Endorse front of article RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED
adjacent to the number. p
4. If you want delivery restricted to the addressee, or to an authorized agent of the addressee, endorse
RESTRICTED DELIVERY on lhgp‘ front of the article.

5. Enter fees for the services requested in the,appropriate spaces on the front of this receipt. If return
receipt is requested, check the applicable blocks in item 1 of Form 3811.

6. Save this receipt and present it if you make inquiry.



UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE
OFFICIAL BUSINESS

SENDER INSTRUCTIONS

Print your name, address, and ZIP

Code in the space below.

e Complete items 1, 2, 3, and 4 on
the reverse.

e Attach to front of article if space

. permits, otherwise affix to back
of article.

A

*

]
U.S.MAIL
S

PENALTY FOR PRIVATE

e Endorse article “Return Receipt USE, $300
Requested’” adjacent to number,
RETURN Print Sender’s name, address, and Z|P Code in the space below.
o W
Jonathan Cooper (5HE-12)
UeSe ENVIRONMENTAL PRO. AGENCY

REGION V

250 SOUYH DEARBORN

y ) CHICAGO

L 60604
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card from being returned to you. The return e

t(Extra charge)t

SENDER: Complete items 1 and 2 when additional services are desired, and complete items 3
Put your address in the “RETURN TO" Space ‘on thé reverse side. Failure to do this will prevent this

fe
delivered to and the date of delivery. For additional fees the following services are available. Consult
postmaster for fees and check box(es) for additional service(s) requested.
1. X1 Show to whom delivered, date, and addressee’s address.

| vide u_the name of the person

2. O Restricted Delivery

t(Extra charge)?t

3. Article Addressed to:
Walter W. Crim, Esquire
Unocal Corporation
1201 West 5th Street
P.0. Box 7600

4. Article Number
P 298 721 473

Type of Service: f
(| Registered [ Insured

[Z certified [J cop

[ Express Mail

Los Angeles, Californj 90051 -
( Always obtain signature of addressee
»\‘\: __| or agent and DATE DELIVERED.
5. Signature — Addressee R | 8. Addressee's Address (ONLY if
X ~ requested and fee paid)
6. Signat ent cc/ CM
X

7. - Date of Delivery (

] so\f’ B

PS Form 3811, Mar. 1987
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* U.S.G.P.O. 1987-178-268
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
REGION V

IN THE MATTER OF: DOCKET NO. V-W-87-R-015
UNION OIL COMPANY OF CALIFORNIA
CHICAGO REFINERY

135TH STREET AND NEW AVENUE
LEMONT, ILLINOIS 60439

CONSENT AGREEMENT AND
FINAL ORDER

Nt Nt St Nt ot o sl e “at®

ILD 041 550 567
PREAMBLE

On NDecember 17, 1986, a Complaint and Compliance Order was filed in this
matter pursuant to Section 3008(a) (1) of the Resource Conservation and Recovery
Act of 1976 (RCRA), as amended, 42 1,S.C. §6928(a)(1), and the United States
Environmental Protection Agency's Consolidated Rules of Practice Governing

the Administrative Assessment of Civil Penalties and the Revocation or Suspen-
sion of Permits, 40 CFR Part 22. The Complainant is the Director of the

Waste Management Division, Region V, United States Environmental Protection
Agency (U.S. FPA). The Respondent is Union 0il Company of Califprnia located

at 135th Street and New Avenue, Lemont, Illinois.

STIPULATIONS

The parties to this action, desiring to settle this action, enter into the

following stipulations:

1. Respondent has heen served with a copy of the Complaint and

Néfice of Opportunity for hearing in this matter,

2. The Regional Administrator has jurisdiction over this matter pursuant

to Section 3008(a)(2) of RCRA, 42 U.S.C. §6928(a)(?), which provides
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' that U.S. EPA may enforce state regulations in those states authorized
‘ to administer a hazardous waste program. On January 30, 1986, the
State of Illinois was granted final authorization by the Administrator
of U.S. EPA, pursuant to Section 3006(b) of RCRA, 42 1,S.C. §6926(b),

to administer a hazardous waste program in lieu of the Federal program.

3. Respondent owns and operates a facility located at 135th Street and
New Avenue in Lemont, I11inois known as the Chicago Refinery. Respon-
dent is a California corporation whose registered agent in Iliinois is

C.T. Corporation System.

4, Respondent neither admits nor denies the administrative factual

allegations contained in the Complaint filed herein,

5. Respondent explicitly waives the right to request a hearing on the

allegations in the Complaint filed herein.

6. Respondent consents to the issuance of the Order hereinafter recited
and hereby consents to the payment of a civil penalty in the amount
hereinafter stipulated. The penalty is to be paid within thirty (30)

days of the effective date of this Consent Agreement and Final Order.

7. This Consent Agreement and Final Order shall become effective on the

date it is signed by the Regional Administrator.

ORDER

Based upon the foregoing stipulations, the parties agree to the entry of the

foliowing Order in this matter:
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A. Respondent has submitted to U.S. EPA and the I1linois Envifonmental

Protection Agency (1EPA) for approval, a revised plan and schedule for supple-

mental hydrogeologic investigations at the Lemont facility. Upon approval

the plan shall be implemented in accordance with the methods stated therein.

The report generated from the investigation shall be prepared by a qualified

geologist or geotechnical engineer and submitted to U.S. EPA and IEPA within

120 days of the effective date of this CAF0 and shall include at a minimum:

1.

Continuous lithologic description in borehole logs for boreholes
B-1 through B-10, and in all other borehole logs, the description of
geologic information collected at a minimum sampling interval of

five (5) feet;

ldentification, and corroborating cross-sections, of the differenti-
ated 1ithologic/hydrostratigraphic units extending from the ground

surface into the dolomite bedrock;

From those 1ithologic/hydrostratigraphic units identified in A(2)
above, state which units are aquifers, as defined at 35 I11. Adm.

Code 720.110, and which units are not aquifers;

Identification of any and all lithologic/hydrostratigraphic
units which comprise the uppermost aquifer, as defined at 35 111.
Adm. Code 720.110. Exclusion of any aquifer units identified in A

(§) above from inclusion within units stated to comprise the uppermost
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aquifer must be based on a determination of the hydraulic

interconnection among the lithologic/hydrostratigraphic units.

5. Potentiometric maps indicating the ground-water flow direction(s)
within each lithologic/hydrostratigraphic unit comprising the

uppermost aquifer,

B. Within thirty (30) days of submittal of the report summarizing the investi-
gation's findings, Respondent shall submit a plan and schedule to U.S. EPA

and T1EPA for the establishment of a system of ground-water monitoring wells

for the hazardous waste land treatment areas. The monitoring system shall

satisfy the requirements of 35 111, Adm. Code Part 725 Subpart F. The plan

must specify the numher, location, and depth of all proposed new monitoring
wells and the proposed construction details and specifications for each. The
proposed plan must state the basis for well locations and the reasoning for
or against the installation of nested wells. Upgradient wells must be able
to yield samples representative of background water qualiity not affected by
the facility. Downgradient wells must be located at the limit of the waste
management area and be sufficient in number, location, and depth to ensure
immediate detection of any statistically significant amounts of hazardous
waste or hazardous waste constituents that may migrate from the hazardous

waste management area.

Upon receipf of approval from U.S. EPA and IEPA of the ground-water moni-
toring plan;submitted pursuant to this paragraph, Respondent shall implement

the system as approved and in accordance with the approved schedule.
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C. Respondent shall implement sampling and analysis of ground water in all

newly-installed wells as soon as technically feasible, but not more than

thirty (30) days after all wells have been installed, developed, and ground-

water levels have stabilized. The following procedures shall be performed:

1.

The ground water shall be analyzed for the concentration or value of

the parameters specified in 35 111, Adm. Code 725.192(b)(1)

through (b)(3) in accordance with the schedules specified in 725.192

(c) and (d).

Elevation of the ground-water surface at each monitoring well shail be

determined at each sampling event, as specified at 35 111. Adm. Code

725.192(e).

Concurrently with performing paragraph C(1) above, for each indicator

parameter specified in 35 111, Adm. Code 725.192(b)(3), calcuiate the

arithmetic mean and variance, bhased on at least four rep1icate_measure-
ments on each sample for each well and compare those results with each
indicator parameter’'s initial background arithmetic mean which has

been established previously by pooling all data from the initial year's
sampling of upgradient wells where said wells are unaffected by the
facility's regulated units. If no previously-existing monitoring
welis at Respondent’'s facility are in an assessment monitoring program
at“the time of this initial sampling of new welis and no statistically
significiant increases are indicated in new wells, Respondent shall

continue in the indicator evaluation program. Analytical data and
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determinations based on them shall be submitted to IEPA to support

Respondent's continuation of that program.

D. However, if the initial sampling and analysis described in paragragh C
indicates statistically significant changes in indicator parameter values of
ground water from new downgradient wells, or if Respondent was in an assessment
monitoring program during the initial sampling, Respondent shall develop and
submit to IEPA a specific ground-water quality assessment program plan

within fifteen (15) days of notification of IEPA under 35 I11. Adm. Code

725.193 (d)(1). The plan is required under 35 I11. Adm. Code 725.193(d)(2)

and must describe a program which addresses all the newly-installed wells and

specifies the contents required by 35 111. Adm. Code 725.193(d)(3).

Respondent shall include, as part of the ground-water quality assessment
program plan, the sampling of all newly-installed monitoring wells for the
presence of hazardous waste or hazardous waste constituents (i.e., those

wastes listed in Appendix G of 35 I11. Adm. Code Part 721 and all constituents

listed in Table I of 35 I11. Adm. Code 721.124 corresponding to Respondent's

land-treated hazardous wastes).

Respondent shall implement the ground-water quality assessment program

plan as approved by IEPA,

E. Respondent shall, in all future ground-water sampling events under 35

I11. Adm. Code 725.192(d)(2), strictly comply with:

1. Immédiate resampling requirements under 35 I11. Adm. Code 725.193(c)(2)

when a statistically significant increase (or pH decrease) is detected



in a downgradient well;

2. Notification of the Director of IEPA within seven (7) days of the
date of confirmation of a significant increase (or pH decrease)
indicating that the facility may be affecting ground-water quality,

as stated at 35 I11. Adm. Code 725.193(d)(1);

3. Submittal of a ground-water quality assessment program plan to the
Director of IEPA within fifteen (15) days after notification to IEPA
of a significant increase (or pH decrease), as required by 35 I11.

Adm. Code 725.193(d)(2); and

4, Submittal, as part of future annual reports, of an evaluation of
ground-water surface elevations and a description of the response
to that evaluation where applicable. This requirement is stated at

35 111. Adm. Code 725.194(a)(2)(C) and 35 111. Adm, Code 725,193(f).

F. Should U.S. EPA disapprove any plan or monitoring program submitted under
this Order, Respondent shall have the opportunity to request a conference
before such disapproval becomes final. The conference shall be requested
within ten (10) days of the date of the disapproval and held as'soon thereafter
as can be arranged by the parties. At or before such conference, Respondent
can present any additional documents supporting any disagreement with the
disapproval. Following such conference U.S. EPA will either affirm, modify,

or rescind its original disapproval in writing.

6. Shou]dtRespondent be unable to comply with the agreed upon schedule for

completion.nf the hydrogeologic investigation or future implementation
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schedules approved during the execution of this Order for the installation of
additional wells, sampling and analysis, etc., due to circumstances beyond
its reasonable control, such failure to comply with the scheduled dates -
shall not be considered a violation of the Order. Respondent, however, in
order to assert this defense for fajlure to meet the scheduled dates shall
within ten (10) days after the scheduled dates so notify U.S. EPA in writing.
The notice shall explain the circumstances, reasons and duration of the delay,
and any steps taken to minimize the delay. Should U.S. EPA determine that
the delay is not justified, it shall notify Respondent, which will have the

right to request a conference under paragraph F, within ten (10) days after

its receipt of such notice.

H. Respondent shall pay a civil penalty in the amount of SEVEN THOUSAND SIX
HUNDRED DOLLARS ($7,600) within thirty (30) days of the effective date of

this Order. The civil penalty is payable to the Treasurer of the United
States of America and shall be mailed to U.S. EPA, Region V, P.0. Box 70753,
Chicago, I1linois 60673. A copy of the transmittal of payment shall be mailed
to the Regional Hearing Clerk, Planning and Management Division, U.S. EPA, 230
South Dearborn Street, Chicago, I11inois 60604 and to the Office of Regional
Counsel, SWER Branch Secretary (5CS-16), 230 South Dearborn Street, Chicago,
I11inois 60604, |

I. Respondent shall notify U.S. EPA and IEPA in writing as compliance is
achieved with the individual paragraphs of this Order. This notification
shall be §;bmitted to U.S. EPA, Region V, Waste Management Division, 230
South Dearﬁorn Street, Chicago, I11inois 60604, Attention: Jonathan Cooper,

RCRA Enforcement Section, S5HE-12.
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A copy of these documents and all correspondence with U.S. EPA regarding this
Order shall also be submitted to: Gary King, Senior Attorney, Illinois

Environmental Protection Agency, Division of Land Po]lution Control, 2200

Churchill Road, Springfield, Illinois 62706.

J. Failure to comply with any requirement of this Order may subject Respondent
to 1iability for a penalty of up to TWENTY-FIVE THOUSAND DOLLARS ($25,000)
for each day of continued noncompliance with the terms of this Order. U.S. EPA

is authorized to assess such penalties pursuant to RCRA Section 3008(c).

K. Interest shall accrue on any amount.overdue under the terms of this

Order at the rate established by the Secretary of the Treasury pursuant to 31
U.S.C. §3717. A late payment charge of $20.00 wil)l be imposed after thirty
(30) days, with an additional charge of $10.00 for each subsequent 30-day
period over which an unpaid balance remains. In addition, a six percent per
annum penalty will be applied on any principal amount not paid within ninety

(90) days of the date that this Order is signed by the Regional Administrator.

Notwithstanding aﬁy other provisions of this Order, an enforcement

action may be brought pursuant to Section 7003 of RCRA or other statutory
provisions should U.S. EPA find that the handling, storage, treatment,
transportation or disposal of solid waste or hazardous waste at the
facility may present an imminent and substantial endangerment to human

health and environment.
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SIGNATORIES

Each undersigned representative of a signatory to this Consent Agreement and
Final Order certifies that he or she is fully authorized to enter into the
terms and conditions of this Consent Order and to-legally bind such signatory

to this document.

Agreed this 2?7’% day of gﬂfmﬁé"{ , 1987,
By /L :
1 -
Union D31 Company of California 4N7K>
Respondent u®

Agreed this 52@‘54 day of /27/),44(- , 1087,

Naste 'anagement Division
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Region V, Complainant

The above being agreed and consented to, it is so ordered

th1s 2225 day of | » 1987,

@@/W

Valdas V. Adamkus

Regional Adminisyrator

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Region V
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CAFQ for Execution for Union 011 Company
of California, Chicago Refinery
PDocket No. V-W-87-R-0D15

Robert B. Schaefer and Basil G. Constanteles, Director
Regional Counsel Waste Management Division

Valdas V. Adamkus
Regional Administrator

Attached for your review and signature is a Consent Agreement and Final
Order {CAFQ) the terms of which require Unfon 0il Company e¢f California
(Unocal) te conduct further hydregeclogic investigations at its Chicago
Refinery located in Lemont, I1linois. The CAFC alsc requires Unocal to
submit a report on.the Tindings of the hydrogeclogic investigations and,
based on that repert, submit a plan and schedule for establishing .an
adequate system of ground-water monitoring wells for its Tand treatment areas.
Sampling and analysis procedures &nd schedules to be followed, after imple-
mentation of an adequate system of ground-water monitoring wells, is specified
in the CAFOD.

linocal is assessed a civil penalty of $7,600, The original penalty was
£9,500, We recommend that you sign the order on behalf of Region V. “When
execution ef signatures is complete, please return the signed CAFD to
William H. Miner, Chief of the Hazardous Waste Enforcement Branch, for
proper distribution of signed copies.

Attachment
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H zZ REGION 5
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] 2 230 SOUTH DEARBORN ST.
1{“4',4 i ec,«g CHICAGO, ILLINOIS 60604
i e REPLY TO THE ATTENTION OF:
) B 25 - HE=EE
(ny s Wigs || W Ieip
SEP 21 1987 :
Ms. Margaret Eriksen SEP 2 1 1987
Route 4 A
BOX 140A ) t,“.L,; ) :." )
Lockport, I11inois 60441 U.S. EPA, REGICN

Re: Uno(S%A//

ILD 041 550 567
Dear Ms. Eriksen:

My staff has reviewed a copy of your letter of August 21, 1987, addressed to
Mr. Clifford Gould of the I1linois Environmental Protection Agency (IEPA) in
Maywood, I11inois. You described "severe odor problems in the area" which
occurred about one month prior to the date of your letter. Mr. Bill Papadkis
of IEPA investigated this matter, following a phone call from you, and reported
that the land treatment area was dry and that the odor was originating from

a retention pond for wastewaters from Unocal's operating processes.

The I11inois Unit of the Solid Waste Branch of the United States Environmental
Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) is currently conducting a Resource Conservation
and Recovery Act (RCRA) Facility Assessment (an RFA) at Unocal. The RFA
attempts to identify potential releases of hazardous waste to the environment
by any medium (e.g., surface water, ground water, soils). If a need for any
sampling is indicated, a sampling investigation will be undertaken by U.S. EPA.
If potential releases to the environment were then evident, Unocal would

be required to conduct a RCRA Facility Investigation. If that investigation
indicates releases of hazardous waste to the environment, corrective

action would then be required of Unocal. However, currently applicable
standards do not directly address odor control or require any mechanism by
which to reduce it.

If you have any further questions regarding this matter, please contact
Jonathan Cooper of my staff at (312) 886-4464.

Sincerely yours,

William E. Muno, Chief
RCRA Enforcement Section

cc: D. Bruckert, Unocal
C. Gould, Maywood IEPA
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W ur*"- UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
% REGION 5
? 230 SOUTH DEARBORN ST.
% f CHICAGO, ILLINOIS 60604
4L md‘e - ‘ REPLY TO THE ATTENTION OF:
SEP 4 1087 e 17

CERTIFIED MAIL
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

Mr. Walter W, Crim

Unocal Corporation

1201 West 5th Street

P.0. Box 7600

Los Angeles, California 90051

Re: Consent Agreement and Final
Order
Union 0il1 Company of California
Docket No. V-W-87-R-015

Dear Mr, Crim:

I have enclosed herewith the third draft Consent Agreement and Final

Order (CAFO). Please review the CAF0 and if acceptable have the two origi-
nals signed by the appropriate party or parties within two weeks of your
receipt of this letter and return them to me. The United States Environmen-
tal Protection Agency will then sign both documents and return one to you.

We are hoping that this third and final draft CAFO will resolve our
differences. While this may not be a perfect document from your point of
view, I believe it represents our best effort., Therefore, I urge you to
sign it and avoid litigation. If you do not intend to sign it, please call
me immediately so that we may apprise the judge of our deadlock in negotia-
tions.

Sincerely,

N M&W&

Mary E
Assistant Regional Counsel

Enclosures
cc: w/enclosures

D. W. Bruckert, Supervisor
UNOCAL Corporation
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CERTIFIED MAIL
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

Mr. Walter ¥, Crim

Unocal Corporation

1201 West S5th Street

P.0. Box 7600

Los Angeles, California 90051

Re: Consent Agreement and Final
Order
Union 0i1 Company of California
Docket No. V-W-87-R-015

Dear Mr. Crim:

I have enclosed herewith the third draft Consent Agreement and Final

Order (CAF0). Please review the CAF( and if acceptabie have the two origi-
nals signed by the appropriate party or parties within two weeks of your
receipt of this letter and return them to me, The United States Environmen-
tal Protection Agency will then sign both documents and return one to you.

We are hoping that this third and final draft CAFO will resolve our
differences. While this may not be a perfect document from your point of
view, 1 beljeve it represents our best effort. Therefore, I urge yocu to
sign it and avoid 1itigatien. If you do not intend to sign it, please call
me immediately so that we may apprise the judge of our deadlock in negotia-
tiens,

Sincerely,

Mary E. Hay
Assistant Regional Counsel

Enclosures

cc: w/enclosures
D. W. Bruckert, Supervisor %
UNOCAL Corporation %

e
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
REGION V

IN THE MATTER OF: DOCKET NO, V-W-87-R-015
UNION OIL COMPANY OF CALIFORNIA
CHICAGO REFINERY

135TH STREET AND NEW AVENUE
LEMONT, ILLINOIS 60439

CONSENT AGREEMENT AND
FINAL ORDER '

e e el e ol it s e N

ILD 041 550 567
PREAMBLE

On Necember 17, 1986, a Complaint and Compliance Order was filed in this

matter pursuant to Section 3008(a)(1) of the Resource Conservation and Recovery
Act of 1976 (RCRA), as amended, 42 1.S.C. §6928(a)(1), and the United States
Environmental Protection Agency's Consolidated Rules of Practice Governing

the Administrative Assessment of Civil Penalties and the Revocation or Suspen-
sion of Permits, 40 CFR Part 22. The Complainant is the Director of the

Waste Management Division, Region V, United States Environmental Protection
Agency (U.S. EPA). The Respondent is Union 0il1 Company of California located

at 135th Street and New Avenue, Lemont, Iilinois.

STIPULATIONS

The parties to this action, desiring to settle this action, enter into the

following stipulations:

1. Respondent has been served with a copy of the Complaint and

Notice of Opportunity for hearing in this matter,

2. The Regional Administrator has jurisdiction over this matter pursuant

to Section 3008(a)(2) of RCRA, 42 U.S.C. §6928(a)(?), which provides
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. that U.S. EPA may enforce state regulations in those states authorized
to administer a hazardous waSte program. On January 30, 1986, the
State of Illinois was granted final authorization by the Administrator
of U.S. EPA, pursuant to Section 3006(b) of RCRA, 42 U.S.C. §6926(b),

to administer a hazardous waste program in lieu of the Federal program.

3. Respondent owns and operates a facility located at 135th Street and
New Avenue in Lemont, I11inois known as the Chicago Refinery. Respon-
dent is a California corporation whose registered agent in Illinois is

C.T. Corporation System.

4, Respondent neither admits nor denies the administrative factual

allegations contained in the Complaint filed herein.

5. Respondent explicitly waives the right to request a hearing on the

allegations in the Complaint filed herein,

6. Respondent consents to the issuance of the Order hereinafter recited
and hereby consents to the payment of a civil penalty in the amount
hereinafter stipulated. The penalty is to be paid within thirty (30)

days of the effective date of this Consent Agreement and Final Order.

7. This Consent Agreement and Final Order shall become effective on the

date it is signed by the Regional Administrator,

ORDER

Based upon the foregoing stipulations, the parties agree to the entry of the

following Order in this matter:
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A. Respondent has submitted to U.S. EPA and the Illinois Environmental
Protection Agency (IEPA) for approval, a revised plan and schedule for supple-
mental hydrogeologic investigations at the Lemont facility. Upon approval

the plan shall be implemented in accordance with the methods stated therein.
The report generated from the investigation shall be prepared by a qualified
geo1ogfst or geotechnical engineer and submitted to U.S. EPA and IEPA within

120 days of the effective date of this CAFO and shall include at a minimum:

1. Continuous 1ithologic déscription in borehole logs for boreholes
B-1 through B-10, and in all other borehole logs, the description of
geologic information collected at a minimum sampling interval of

five (5) feet;

2. ldentification, and corroborating cross-sections, of the differenti-
ated lithologic/hydrostratigraphic units extending from the ground

surface into the dolomite bedrock;

3. From those 1ithologic/hydrostratigraphic units identified in A(2)
above, state which units are aquifers, as defined at 35 I11. Adm.

die 720.110, and which units are not aquifers;

4. 1lIdentification of any and all lithologic/hydrostratigraphic
units which comprise the uppermost aquifer, as defined at 35 I11.
Adm. Code 720.110. Exclusion of any aquifer units identified in A

(3) above from inclusion within units stated to comprise the uppermost
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aquifer must be based on a determination of the hydraulic

interconnection among the lithologic/hydrostratigraphic units.

5. Potentiometric maps indicating the ground-water flow direction(s)
within each lithologic/hydrostratigraphic unit comprising the

uppermost aquifer.

B. Within thirty (30) days of submittal of the report summarizing the investi-
gation's findings, Respondent shall submit a plan and schedule to U.S. EPA

and TEPA for the establishment of a system of ground-water monitoring wells

for the hazardous waste land treatment areas. The monitoring system shall

satisfy the requirements of 35 I11. Adm. Code Part 725 Subpart F. The plan

must specify the numher, location, and depth of all proposed new monitoring
wells and the proposed construction details and specifications for each. The
proposed plan must state the basis for well locations and the reasoning for
or against the installation of nested wells. Upgradient wells must be able
to yield samples representative of hackground water quality not affected by
the facility. Downgradient wells must be located at the 1limit of the waste
management area and be sufficient in number, location, and depth to ensure
immediate detection of any statistically significant amounts of hazardous
waste or hazardous waste constituents that may migrate from the hazardous

waste management area.

Upoh receipt of approval from U.S. EPA and IEPA of the ground-water moni-
toring plan submitted pursuant to this paragraph, Respondent shall implement

the system as approved and in accordance with the approved schedule.
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C. Respondent shall implement sampling and analysis of ground water in all

newly-installed wells as soon as technically feasible, but not more than

thirty (30) days after all wells have been installed, developed, and ground-

water levels have stahilized. The following procedures shall bhe performed:

1.

The ground water shall be analyzed for the concentration or value of

the parameters specified in 35 I11. Adm. Code 725.192(b)(1)

through (b)(3) in accordance with the schedules specified in 725,192

(¢) and (d).

Elevation of the ground-water surface at each monitoring well shall be

determined at each sampling event, as specified at 35 I11. Adm. Code

725.192(e).

Concurrently with performing paragraph C(1) above, for each indicator

parameter specified in 35 Il1. Adm. Code 725.192(b)(3), calculate the

arithmetic mean and variance, hased on at least four replicate measure-
ments on each sample for each well and compare those results with each
indicator parameter's initial background arithmetic mean which has

been established previously by pooling all data from the initial year's
sampling of upgradient wells where said wells are unaffected by the
facility's regulated units. If no previously-existing monitoring

wells at Respondent's facility are in an assessment monitoring program
at-the time of this initial sampling of new wells gﬁé no statisticatly
significiant increases are indicated in new wells, Respondent shall

continue in the indicator evaluation program. Analytical data and



-6-
determinations based on them shall be submitted to IEPA to support

Respondent's continuation of that program.

D. However, if the initial sampling and analysis described in paragragh C
indicates statistically significant changes in indicator parameter values of
ground water from new downgradient wells, or if Respondent was in an assessment
monitoring program during the initial sampling, Respondent shall develop and

submit to IEPA a specific ground-water quality assessment program plan

within fifteen (15) days of notification of IEPA under 35 I11. Adm. Code

725.193 (d)(1). The plan is required under 35 I11. Adm. Code 725.193(d)(2)

and must describe a program which addresses all the newly-installed wells and

specifies the contents required by 35 I11. Adm. Code 725.193(d)(3).

Respondent shall include, as part of the ground-water quality assessment
program plan, the sampling of all newly-installed monitoring wells for the
presence of hazardous waste or hazardous waste constituents (i.e., those

wastes listed in Appendix G of 35 I11. Adm. Code Part 721 and all constituents

listed in Table I of 35 I11. Adm. Code 721.124 corresponding to Respondent's

land-treated hazardous wastes).

Respondent shall implement the ground-water quality assessment program

plan as approved by IEPA.

E. Respondent shall, in all future ground-water sampling events under 35

I11. Adm, Code 725.192(d)(2), strictly comply with:

1. Immediate resampling requirements under 35 I11. Adm. Code 725.193(c)(2)

when a statistically significant increase (or pH decrease) is detected



in a downgradient well;

2. Notification of the Director of IEPA within seven (7) days of the
date of confirmation of a significant increase (or pH decrease)
indicating that the facility may be affecting ground-wéter quality,

as stated at 35 I11. Adm. Code 725.193(d)(1):

3. Submittal of a ground-water quality assessment program plan to the
Director of IEPA within fifteen (15) days after notification to IEPA
of a significant increase (or pH decrease), as required by 35 I11.

Adm. Code 725.193(d)(2); and

4, Submittal, as part of future annual reports, of an evaluation of
ground-water surface elevations and a description of the response
to that evaluation where applicable. This requirement jis stated at

35 111. Adm. Code 725.194(a)(2)(C) and 35 I11. Adm. Code 725.193(f).

F. Should U.S. EPA disapprove any plan or monitoring program submitted under
this Order, Respondent shall have the opportunity to request a conference
before such disapproval becomes final. The conference shall be requested
within ten (10) days of the date of the disapproval and held as soon thereafter
as can be arranged by the parties. At or before such conference, Respondeht
can present any additional documents supporting any disagreement with the
disapproval. Following such conference U.S. EPA will either affirm, modify,

or rescind its original disapproval in writing.

G. Should Respondent be unable to comply with the agreed upon schedule for

completion of the hydrogeologic investigation or future implementation
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schedules approved during the execution of this Order for the installation of
additional wells, sampling and analysis, etc., due to circumstances beyond
its reasonable control, such failure to comply with the scheduled dates
shall not be considered a violation of the Order. Respondent, however, in
order to assert this defense for failure to meet the scheduled dates shall
within ten (10) days after the scheduled dates so notify U.S. EPA in writing.
The notice shall explain the circumstances, reasons and duration of the delay,
and any steps taken to minimize the delay. Should U.S. EPA determine that
the delay is not justified, it shall notify Respondent, which will have the
right to request a conference under paragraph F, within ten (10) days after

its receipt of such notice.

H. Respondent shall pay a civil penalty in the amount of SEVEN THOUSAND SIX
HUNDRED DOLLARS ($7,600) within thirty (30) days of the effective date of

this Order. The civil penalty is payable to the Treasurer of the United
States of America and shall be mailed to U.S. EPA, Region V, P.0. Box 70753,
Chicago, I11inois 60673. A copy of the transmittal of payment shall be mailed
to the Regional Hearing Clerk, Planning and Management Division, U.S. EPA, 230
South Dearborn Street, Chicago, I11inois 60604 and to the Office of Regional
Counsel, SWER Branch Secretary (5CS-16), 230 South Dearborn Street, Chicago,

I1linois 60604,

I. Respondent shall notify'U.S. EPA and IEPA in writing as compliance is
achieved with the individual paragraphs of this Order. This notification
shall be submitted to U.S. EPA, Region V, Waste Management Division, 230
South Dearborn Street, Chicago, I11inois 60604, Attention: Jonathan Cooper,

RCRA Enforcement Section, SHE-12.
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A copy of these documents and all correspondence with U.S. EPA regarding this
Order shall also be submitted to: Gary King, Senior Attorney, I11inois

Environmental Protection Agency, Division of Land Pollution Control, 2200

Churchill Road, Springfield, I11inois 62706.

J. Failure to comply with any requirement of this Order may subject Respondent
to Tiability for a penalty of up to TWENTY-FIVE THOUSAND DOLLARS ($25,000)
for each day of continued noncompliance with the terms of this Order. U.S. EPA

is authorized to assess such penalties pursuant to RCRA Section 3008(c).

K. Interest shall accrue on any amount overdue under the terms of this

Order at the rate established by the Secretary of the Treasury pursuant to 31
U.S.C. §3717. A late payment charge of $20.00 will be imposed after thirty
(30) days, with an additional charge of $10.00 for each subsequent 30-day
period over which an unpaid balance remains. In addition, a six percent per
annum penalty will be applied on any principal amount not paid within ninety

(90) days of the date that this Order is signed by the Regional Administrator.

Notwithstanding any other provisions of this Order, an enforcement

action may be brought pursuant to Section 7003 of RCRA or other statutory
provisions should U.S. EPA find that the handling, storage, treatment,
transportation or disposal of solid waste or hazardous waste at the
facility may present an imminent and substantial endangerment to human

health and Environment.
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SIGNATORIES

Each undersigned representative of a signatory to this Consent Agreement and
Final Order certifies that he or she is fully authorized to enter into the
terms and conditions of this Consent Order and to legally bind such signatory

to this document.

Agreed this day of » 1987,
By

Union 011 Company of California

Respondent
Agreed this day of , 1987,
By

Basil G. Constantelos, Director
Waste Management Division

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Region V, Complainant

The above being agreed and consented to, it is so ordered

this day of , 1987.

By

Valdas V. Adamkus

Regional Administrator

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Region V
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JUL 23 1987 ; SHE-12

CERTIFIED MAIL
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

Mr, Walter ¥, Crim

Unocal Cerporation

1201 West 5th Street

P.0. Box 7600

Los Angeles, California 90051

Re: Consent Agreement and Final -
Order .
Bnion 011 Company of California
Docket No, V-W-87-R-015
Dear Mr, Crim:
T have enclosed herewith the second draft Consent Agreement and Final
Order (CAFQ). Please review the CAFO and if acceptable have the two origi-
nals signed by the appropriate party or parties within two weeks of your
receipt of this letter and return them to me. The United States Environmen-

tal Protection Agency will then sign both documents and return one to you.

Sincerely,

Mary Hay ;
Assistant Regional Counsel

Enclosures

cc: w/enclosures
D. W, Bruckert, Supervisor
UNOCAL Corporation

bcc: w/enclosures
J. Cooper, RES
Mary Hay, ORC

SHE-12:JCooper:nd:6-4464:7/21/87
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CERTIFIED MATL
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

Mr. Walter M. Crinm

Unocal Corporation

1201 UWest 5th Street

P.0. Box 7600

Los Angeles, California 90051

Dear "r, Crim:

I have enclosed herewith a draft Consent

®

: Consent Agreement and Final
Order
Union Oil Company of California
Nocket No., V-W-87-R-015

Agreement and Final Order (CAFO).

Please review the CAFQ and if acceptable have the two originals signed by

the appropriate party or parties within two weeks of your receipt of this

letter and return them to me. The United States Environmental Protection

Agency will then sign both documents and return one to you.

Sincerely,

Mary Hay
Assistant Regional Counsel

Enclosures

cc: Mr. D.W. Bruckert, Supervisor
Envirommental Services
UNOCAL Corporation
Chicago Refinery
Lemont, Illinois 60439

bcc: J. Cooper, RES
Mary Hay, ORC

OTHER | ONIT |
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N!s,
AT

5HE-12:JCooper:nd:6-4464;6112787"

7




D 8§74

R UNITED #RATES ENVIRON

n ® R mﬁ:g::L PROTECEPN AGENCY
\__ g

4

<

§ M 230 SOUTH DEARBORN ST.
% 65

CHICAGO, ILLINOIS 60604
»0 e REPLY TO THE ATTENTION OF:
10 9 3UN iS.. 5¢S-16

The Honorable Marvin E. Jones
Office of Administrative Law Judge
U.S. EPA

726 Minnesota Avenue

Kansas City, Kansas 66101

Re: Union 0il Company of California
RCRA-V-W-87-R-015

Dear Judge Jones:

As you reguested, this letter is to confirm our telephone
conference call on Friday, June 5, 1987.

Based upon the close and continuing contacts and negotiations
between U.S. EPA and Respondent, both parties sought to provide
you with a status report and to request an extension of the
schedule you set forth in your Order of April 15, 1987. The
parties explalned a Consent Agreement and fiinal Order was currently
being drafted in anticipation of a completed groundwater program
plan. - Once this plan is accepted, a schedule of perfomance will
be established.

As a result of our conversation it was agreed that:

- the date set for filing the prehearing exchange
—_— would be extended to August 15, 1987;

- Wwith status rgﬁborts due on June 20th and
July 20th, 1987,

Your understanding and guidance in this matter is

appreciated.

Sincerely yours,

\\ A ._,\_) -.~

Mary E. Hay
Assistant Regional Counsel

(-«\‘*-~.

cc: Walter M. Crim, Esqg.
Beverely Shorty, Regional Hearing Clerk
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

This is to certify that the original of the foregoing

correspondepcé'was delivered to the Regional Hearing Clerk

and copies to Marvin E. Jones, Administrative Law Judge and

Walter M. Crim, Counsel for Respondent.

Marvin E. Jones

Office of Administrative Law Judge
U.S. EPA

726 Minnesota Avenue

Kansas City, Kansas 66101

Walter M. Crim, Esqg.

UNOCAL Corporation

12014 West 5th Street

Post Office Box 7600

Los Angeles, California 90051

Beverely Shorty

Regional Hearing Clerk
U.S. EPA

430 South Dearborn Street
Chicago, Illinois 60604

Mary E. Héy
" Assistant Regional Counsel
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Illinois Environmental Protection Agency - 2200 Churchill Road, Springfield, IL 62706

May 5, 1987 E@EHWE

MAY 0 7 1887

U.S. EPA, REGION V

(217) 782-5544

WASTE MANAGEMENT DIVISION
Mr. Basil G. Constantelos, Director OFFICE OF THE DIRECTOR
Waste Management Division
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency % R et
"Region V

230 South Dearborn Street
Chicago, Illinois 60604

Re: Referral Update
1978030004 - Will County
Lemont/Union 0il
ILD 041550567
Enforcement File

Dear Mr. Constantelos:

Enclosed you will find a referral update for the Union
0il facility located in Lemont, Illinois. The material
enclosed updates the facility's status with regard to the
Subpart F (Groundwater Monitoring) regulationms.

The Union 0il facility was originally referred to USEPA
for enforcement action on August 4, 1986.

On December 17, 1986, USEPA issued a Complaint and
Compliance Order to the Union 0il facility.

This referral update sets forth the latest violations
cited dgainst the Union 0il facility.

A Compliance Inquiry Letter was sent to Union 0Oil on
March 27, 1987. The violations are spec1f1ca11y set forth
in the March 27, 1987 CIL.

Union 0il responded to the CIL in a letter dated April
8, 1987. A copy of that letter is enclosed.

Any questions regarding Union Oil's Subpart F status
can be directed to Cindy Davis at 217/782-6760.

o



If you need further information or have any questions,
please contact Paul Jagiello at 217/782-5544.

Very truly yours,

Gy ¥ s

Gary P. King
Senior Attorney
Enforcement Programs

GPK:rlc
Enclosures

cc: Bill Muno, USEPA (w/out att.)
Jonathan Cooper, USEPA (w/out att.)
Northern Region (Cliff Gould) (w/out att.)
Cindy Davis (w/out att.)
Harry Chappel (w/out att.)
Michelle Tebrugge (w/out att.)
DLPC Division File (w/out att.)
Docket Control (Linda Cooper) (w/out att.)
Paul Jagiello (w/out att.)



List of Attachments

CIL dated March 27, 1987 (4 pgs.)

Letter dated April 8, 1987 from D. Bruckert to
Harry Chappel (3 pgs.)

Letter dated April 24, 1987 from Harry Chappel
to D. Bruckert (1 pg.)
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217/782-6761

Refer to: 1978030004 -- Will County
Lemont/Union 0i1 Company
1LD041550567
Compliance File

COMPLIANCE INQUIRY LETTER

Certified #
March 27, 1987

D. W. Bruckert, Supervisor
Environmental Services
Unocal Corporation

Chicago Refinery

Lemont, I1l1inois 60439

Dear Mr., Bruckert:

The purpose of this letter is to address the status of the above-referenced
facility in relation to the requirements of 35 I11. Adm. Code, Subpart F and
to inquire as to your position with respect to the apparedf“VTGTEf$3ﬁ§"'"
identified in Attachment A and your plans to correct these apparent

~ violations.

The Agency's findings of apparent non-compliance in Attachment A are based on
a March 23, 1987 review of documents submitted to the Agency to demonstrate
compliance with the requirements of Section 725.175 annual report due March 1,
1987.

Please submit in writing, within fifteen (15) calendar days of the date of
this letter, the reasons for the identified violations, a description of the
steps which have been taken to correct the violations and a schedule,
including dates, by which each violation will be resolved. The written
response, and two copies of all documents submitted in reply to this letter,
should be sent to the following:

Harry A. Chappel, P.E., Acting Manager
Facilities Compliance Unit

Compliiance Monitoring Section --
[11inois Environmental Protection Agency
Division of Land Pollution Control

2200 Churchill Road

Post Office Box 19276

Springfield, I11inois 62794-9276
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The statistics performed in June and December of 1986 should not have included
the October 1982 background data. Union 0i1 has requested and IEPA has
granted on two separate occasions to exclude the October 1982 analysis from
the background data. _

Further, take notice that because some or all of the apparent violations cited
constitute high priority violations (HPVs), in accordance with the USEPA
Enforcement Response Policy this matter is being referred to USEPA Region 5 or
the I1linois Attorney General's Office to seek assessment of a penalty _
pursuant to either the I11inois Environmental Protection Act, I11. Rev. Stat.,
Ch. 111 1/2, Sec. 1001 et seq. or the federal Resource Conservation and '
Recovery Act (RCRA), 42 U.S.C. Sec. 6901 et seq.

If you have any questions regarding the above, please contact Cindy S. Davis
-at 217/782-6761.

| Sincgpﬁiy, )
| J//zzzzZZé%;éég;r//ﬁ 7%

(- Harry A. Chappel, P.E., Acting Manager
Facilities Compliance Unit
Compliance Monitoring Section
Division of Land Pollution Control

HAC:MT:jd/1989g/90-91

cc: Division File
Northern Region
Paul Jagiello
Jeannine Balsamo
USEPA Region V. - Jonathan Cooper
Cindy Davis v’
Michelle Tebrugge
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Attachment A
Pursuant to 35 I11. Adm. Code 725.193(c),

A. If the comparisons for the upgradient wells made under paragraph (b)
show a significant increase (or pH decrease) the owner or operator
must submit this information in accordance with Section
725.194(a)(2)(B).

B.  If the comparisons for downgradient wells made under paragraph (b)
show a significant increase (or pH decrease) the owner or operator
must then immediately obtain additional groundwater samples for those
downgradient wells where a significant difference was detected, split
the samples in two and obtain analyses of all additional samples-to
determine whether the significant difference was a result of
laboratory error.

You are in apparent violation of 35 I11. Adm. Code 725.193(c) for the
following reason(s): Failure to do an immediate resample for those
downgradient wells where a significant difference was detected.

Pursuant to 35 I11, Adm. Code 725.193(d)(1), if the analyses performed
under paragraph (c)(2) confirm the significant increase (or pH decrease)
the owner or operator must provide written notice to the Director --
within seven days of the date of such confirmation -- that the facility
may be affecting groundwater quality.

You are in apparent violation of 35 I11. Adm. Code 725.193(d){1) for the
following reason(s): Failure to provide written notice to the Director
within 7 days that the facility may be affecting groundwater.

Pursuant to 35 I11, Adm. Code 725.193(d)(2), within 15 days after the
notification under paragraph (d)(1), the owner or operator must develop
and submit to the Director a specific plan, based on the outline required
under paragraph (a) and certified by a qualified geologist or geotechnical
engineer for a groundwater quality assessment program at the facility.

You are in apparent violation of 35 I11. Adm. Code 725.193(d)(2) for the
following reason(s): Failure to submit a groundwater assessment plan
within 15 days after notification to the Director.

Pursuant to 35 I11. Adm. Code 725.194(a)(2), unless the groundwater is
monitored to satisfy the requirements of Section 725.193(d)(4), the owner
or operator must report the following groundwater monitoring information
to the Director:

A. During the first year when initial background concentrations are
being established for the facility: concentrations or values of the
parameters listed in Section 725.192(b){(1) for each groundwater
monitoring well within 15 days after completing each quarterly
analysis. The owner or operator must separately identify for each
monitoring well any parameters whose concentration or value has been
found to exceed the maximum contaminant levels listed in Appendix III.
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Annually: concentrations or values of the parameters listed in
Section 725.192(b)(3) for each groundwater monitoring well, along
with the required evaluations for these parameters under Section
725.193(b). The owner or operator must separately identify any
significant differences from initial background found in the
upgradient wells, in accordance with. Section 725.193(c)(1). During
the active life of the facility, this information must be submitted
as part of the annual report required under Section 725.175.

As part of the annual report required under Section 725.175: results
of the evaluation of groundwater surface elevations under Section

725.193(f) and a description of the response to the evaluation, where
applicable.

You are in apparent violation of 35 I11. Adm. Code 725.194(a)(2) for the
following reason(s): Failure to do the evaluation under 725.193(f) to
determine whether the requirements under 725.191(a) for locating the

monitoring wells continues to be satisfied.

HAC:MT:jd/1989g/92-93
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April 8, 1987
John K. Bassett
Manager, Chicago Refinery

Mr. Harry A. Chappel

Illinois Environmental Protection
Agency

Division of Land Pollution
Control

Facilities Compliance Unit

Compliance Monitoring Section

2200 Churchill Road

Post Office Box 19276

Springfield, IL 62794-9276

Dear Sir:

Compliance Ingquiry
Letter Response

Regarding your compliance inquiry letter dated March 27, 1987,
received on April 2, 1987, we are responding to the comments in
the letter and to each alleged violation as shown in Attachment
A. Preparation of this response has been difficult because of
the absence of substantive information in the citation section.
We feel that more information should be provided which specifies
exactly with which part of the regulation IEPA believes we are
not in compliance.

In response to the first paragraph on page 2 of IEPA's cover
letter, in the future, Unocal will substitute the November 15,
1983 data for the October 20, 1982 data. We regret this.
oversight. The statistical results for the 1986 data will be

rerun. Data will be submitted to IEPA as it becomes available.

In response to Attachment A, point 1 - pursuant to 35 Ill. Adm.
Code 725.193(c), failure to do an immediate resample for those
downgradient wells where a significant difference was detected,
we provide the following. The first round of wells were sampled
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Mr., Harry A. Chappel -2- April 8, 1987 .

~in June, 1986. We began to receive test results sporadically

in late July to mid Auqust. It was noticed that some of the TOX
sample results were abnormally high and showed extremely poor
reproducibility. Because the TOX results were abnormally high
and showed extremely poor reproducibility, we requested our
analytical testing contractor (ETC) to perform a quality control
check on the retained samples for a possible explanation. 1In
September, ETC notified Unocal that resampling should be perform-
ed for the wells showing abnormal TOX results because the retain-
ed samples were too o0ld to run a proper quality control check.
The wells were resampled in early October. The test results were
received by us in early November, 1986. We requested a statisti-
cal analysis by ETC at this time; however, unknown to Unocal, the
order was not processed by ETC through their data services
section. After failing to receive the original statistical
analysis in early December, 1986, we reordered the statistical
analysis from ETC in late December, 1986. 1In early January,
1987, we received the statistical analysis from ETC. However,
this analysis did not contain combined upgradiant wells against

“the downgradient well as required. Each individual well was run

against the others. Upon receiving the incorrect analysis, we
requested a combined analysis. = In early February, 1987, we
received the correct statistical analysis package.

While the above was happening, it became necessary to begin the
second round of semi-annual samples. This was scheduled with
Gulf Coast Labs for the first week of December, 1986. Some of

the samples were discovered to be inadvertently frozen when

received by ETC. Thus necessitating another round of sampling
during the fourth week of December, 1986 to complete the sched-
ule. Analytical data was reviewed in January, 1987, and the
statistical analysis was then ordered. This statistical data
arrived during the month of February, 1987. For those wells
which showed significant deviation from background, we scheduled
Gulf Coast Labs to resample those wells during the fourth week of
March, 1987 which was the first open week for the contractor. We
believe we have complied with Section 725.193(c) dealing with
timely resampling. Considering contractor availability, we have
scheduled resampling as soon as possible as stated above.

Regarding Attachment A, point 2 - pursuant to 35 Ill. Adm. Code
725.193(d) (1), if the analysis confirms significant increase (or
pH decrease), IEPA indicates we must provide written notification
to the Director within 7 days that our facility may be affecting
groundwater quality. The retesting of the wells for the first
set and the second test results were available for review about
the same time. The first set of statistical results showed
positives for the student t-test for some parameters. The second
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set of statistical results showed positives for different para-
meters on other wells. Since the first set of results were false
positives, no notification was required. The tests and statisti-
cal results are not available from the second set of retests at
this time. Should the retests confirm results from the December,
1986 sampling, notification of the Director will be made in a
timely manner pursuant to 35 Ill. Adm. Code 725.193(4d) (1).

Regarding Attachment A, point 3 - pursuant to 35 Ill. Adm. Code
725.193(d) (2), IEPA indicates we failed to submit a groundwater.
assessment plan within 15 days to the Director. See our response
to Point 2 above. Since the statistical results were false
positives, the submission of an assessment plan is not required.:
Should the second round, retest results confirm that the
positives were not false, we will submit an assessment plan in a
timely manner pursuant to 35 Ill, Adm. Code 725.193(d) (2).

Regarding Attachment A, point 4 (shown as the second point 3, -
probably in error), IEPA indicates we failed to do an evaluation
under 725.193(f) to determine whether the requirements under
725.191(a) for 1locating the monitoring wells continues to be
satisfied. At one time data indicated that wells #1, #2 and #9
are upgradient wells with all others being downgradient. The
1986 data is not as clear, #2 is upgradient with #1 and #9
sometimes upgradient. This matter is presently being handled by
U.S. EPA via the draft consent order. Since the location and
number of downgradient wells will be an outcome of the draft
consent order, we suggest that IEPA work with U.S. EPA and Unocal
on this determination.

Very truly yours,

Fl Frhd

D. W. Bruckert, Supervisor
Environmental Services

LDE/rm

cc: Jonathan Cooper, USEPA

PECEIVED

APR 131987

:EPA»DLPC- _



22(_)0'Churc

_-fmix-\dlé 'Environment-a'l. Protec

e i

(o



“n

. Unocal Refining & Mal.-ng Division
Unocal Corporation ENV 80-87
Chicago Refinery

Lemont, lllinois 60439
Telephone (312) 257-7761

RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED
#P 330 175 917

unoc AL@ CERTIFIED MAIL

. April 8, 1987
John K. Bassett
Manager, Chicago Refinery

Mr. Harry A. Chappel
Illinois Environmental Protection
Agency

@E@EHW - . Division of Land Pollutlon
] E@ Control

Facilities Compliance Unit

1
“PR-131987 Compliance Monitoring Section
US : . 2200 Churchill Road
64, gy | Post Office Box 19276
""ﬂﬁl!w Mﬂmcmmrmwgm Springfield, IL 62794-9276
W m”c[fﬂ AN '
Dear Sir:

Compliance Inquiry
Letter Response

Regarding your compliance inquiry letter dated March 27, 1987,
received on April 2, 1987, we are responding to the comments in
the letter and to each alleged violation as shown in Attachment
A. Preparation of this response has been difficult because of
the absence of substantive information in the citation section.
We feel that more information should be provided which specifies
exactly with which part of the regulation IEPA believes we are
not in compllance.

In response to the first paragraph on page 2 of IEPA's cover
letter, in the future, Unocal will substitute the November 15,
1983 data for the October 20, 1982 data. We regret this
oversight. The statistical results for the 1986 data will be
rerun. Data will be submitted to IEPA as it becomes available.

In response to Attachment A, point 1 - pursuant to 35:Ill. Adm.
Code 725.193(c), failure to do an immediate resample for those
downgradient wells where a significant difference was detected,
we provide the following. The first round of wells were sampled
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in June, 1986. We began to receive test results sporadically
in late July to mid August. It was noticed that some of the TOX
sample results were abnormally high and showed extremely poor
reproducibility. Because the TOX results were abnormally high
and showed extremely poor reproducibility, we requested our
analytical testing contractor (ETC) to perform a quality control
check on the retained samples for a possible explanation. 1In
September, ETC notified Unocal that resampling should be perform-
ed for the wells showing abnormal TOX results because the retain-
ed samples were too o0ld to run a proper quality control check.

The wells were resampled in early October. The test results were
received by us in early November, 1986. We requested a statisti-
‘cal analysis by- ETC at this time; however, unknown to Unocal, the
order was not processed by ETC through their data services
section. After failing to receive the original statistical
analysis in early December, 1986, we reordered the statistical
analysis from ETC in late December, 1986. In early January,
1987, we received the statistical analysis from ETC. However,
this analysis did not contain combined upgradiant wells against
_.the downgradient well as required. Each individual well was run
against the others. Upon receiving the incorrect analysis, we
requested a combined analysis. In early February, 1987, we
received the correct statistical analysis package.

While the above was happening, it became necessary to begin the
second round of semi-annual samples. This was scheduled with
Gulf Coast Labs for the first week of December, 1986. Some of
the samples were discovered to be inadvertently frozen when
received by ETC. Thus necessitating another round of sampling
~during the fourth week of December, 1986 to complete the sched-
ule. Analytical data was reviewed in January, 1987, and the
statistical analysis was then ordered. This statistical data
arrived during the month of February, 1987. For those wells
which showed significant deviation from background, we scheduled
Gulf Coast Labs to resample those wells during the fourth week of
March, 1987 which was the first open week for the contractor. We
believe we have complied with Section 725.193(c) dealing with AQPQW
timely resampling. Considering contractor availability, we have)J
- scheduled resampllng as soon as possible as stated above.

Regarding Attachment A, point 2 - pursuant to 35 Ill. Adm. Code
725.193(d) (1), if the analysis confirms significant increase (or
pH decrease), IEPA indicates we must provide written notification
to the Director within 7 days that our facility may be affecting
groundwater quality. The retesting of the.wells for the first
set and the second test results were available for review about.
the same time. The first set of statistical results showed
positives for the student t-test for some parameters. The sécond
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set of statistical results showed positives for different para-
meters on other wells. Since the first set of results were false

.positives, no notification was required. The tests and statisti-

cal results are not available from the second set of retests at

~this time. Should the retests confirm results from the December,

1986 sampling, notification of the Director will be made in a
timely manner pursuant to 35 Ill. Adm..Code 725.193(d) (1) .

Regarding Attachment A, point 3 - pursuant to 35 Ill. Adm. Code
725.193(d) (2), IEPA indicates we failed to submit a groundwater

" assessment plan within 15 days to the Director. See our response

to Point. 2 above. Since the statistical results were false
positives, the submission of an assessment plan is not required.
Should  the second round, retest results confirm that the
positives were not false, we will submit an assessment plan in a
timely manner pursuant to 35 Il1l, Adm. Code 725.193(d) (2).

Regardlng Attachment A, p01nt 4 (shown as the second point 3,
probably in error), IEPA indicates we failed to do an evaluation
under 725.193(f) to determine whether the requirements under
725.191(a) for locating the monitoring wells continues to be
satisfied. At one time data indicated that wells #1, #2 and #9
are upgradlent wells with all others being downgradient. The
1986 data is not as clear, #2 is upgradient with #1 and #9
sometimes upgradient. This matter is presently being handled by
U.S. EPA via the draft consent order. Since the location and
number of downgradient wells will be an outcome of the draft
consent order, we suggest that IEPA work w1th U S. EPA and Unocal
on this determination.

Very truly yours,

D. W. Bruckert, Supervisor
Environmental Services

LDE/rm

cc: Jonathan Cooper, USEPA -
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Unioen 0il1 Settlement Conference
March 3, 1987

Jonathan Cooper, Hydrologist
IL/IN Unit

Compliance File
ILD 041 550 567

A meeting was held with Union 0il on March 3, 1987, in Chicago to discuss
and attempt to reach agreement regarding issues raised by and violations
cited in Complaint V-UW-87 R-015, A list of those in attendance is attached,

Majeor issues addressed were:

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

The 1imit of the waste management areas - in regard to present
and future well locations;

Ground water flow direction(s) - previously submitted piezometric
surface maps indicate various ground water flow patterns (e.g.,
MW, radial, NE) - additional piezometers are necessary to
accurately define flow;

Inadequacy of existing data from bore legs and generalized cross
sections and regarding the degree of hydraulic interconnectedness
of 1ithologic units within the uppermost aquifer, site-specific
hydraulic properties of lithologic units, and potentiometric

head data of the dolomite bedrock versus the sand and till

units -- all these data deficiencies combine to complicate/make
impossible specification of exact modifications required to
Union 0il's existing g.w.n. system to achieve compliance with 35
111. Adm. Code Part 725, Subpart F; and

The acceptability of existing wells for incorporation into a
revised/new system of g.w.m. wells,

Union 0i1 agreed to submit a plan for further subsurface investigation --
essentially addressing Item A of the Compliance Order porticn of the
Complaint (page 7). This will address problems stated in items 2 and 3

above,

Areas for further discussion or where disagreements remain:

(1)

Limit of the waste management area (wW.m.a.):

Union 011 has circumscribed all the land treatment areas by
including them all in a square plot outlined in their Part B on
map A-2. Mr, Gates, the consu]tanta stated that runoff from
land treatment activity produces a “swampy area" which acts to

Vid
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recharge the aquifer in the NW area of the square plot., He

said that part of the logic behind locating wells (MWS and MHS8)
there was to detect contamination of g.w. more quickly than if
placed at the 1imit of the w.m.a. as U.S. EPA requires by
regulation, [Shallow, non-RCRA wells also monitor shallow zones
under an IEPA agreement with Union 0il1 in the MW corner.]

(2) Adequacy of existing wells for incorporation into an updated
GaWam, System:

- IEPA and U.S. EPA could not promise any wells would be
definitely included in the new system;

- the Agencies agree to rule on the individual merits of each
well following receipt of new information from additional
subsurface investigation and praoposed new well location; and

- for reasons stated in the Order, both Agencies have problems
with existing wells

(3) Penalty: The U.S. EPA penalty policy was sent by mail to the
attorney. Mr. Gates raised the issue of possibly getting U.S. EPA
to reduce the penalty amount by 20% maximum. Penalty calculations
were given to Mr. Crim, but no agreement was reached on an amount
to be paid. (MNote: Mr. Bruckert asked for, and was sent, a Class
I/11 classification system for RCRA violations.)

5HE-12:Cooper:1r:3/23/87: #27
3/30/87

cc:Joe Boyle
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. DATE:

SUBJECT:

FROM:

TO:

UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
REGION V

MAR 31 1987

Union 0i1 Settlement Conference 2 (2 ‘i}
March 3, 1987 | E@@“WE )
Jonathan Cooper, Hydrologist C | APR O 1 1987
IL/IN Unit NCH

3 WASTE PHA
Compliance File SOLID W QION Y

. , REG!
ILD 041 550 567 w2 EPA R

A meeting was held with Union 0il on March 3, 1987, in Chicago to discuss
and attempt to reach agreement regarding issues raised by and violations
cited in Complaint V-W-87 R-015. A Tlist of those in attendance is attached.

Major issues addressed were:

(1) The 1imit of the waste management areas - in regard to present
and future well locations;

(2) Ground water flow direction(s) - previously submitted piezometric
surface maps indicate various ground water flow patterns (e.g.,
NW, radial, NE) - additional piezometers are necessary to
accurately define flow;

(3) Inadequacy of existing data from bore logs and generalized cross
sections and regarding the degree of hydraulic interconnectedness
of 1ithologic units within the uppermost aquifer, site-specific
hydraulic properties of lithologic units, and potentiometric
head data of the dolomite bedrock versus the sand and till
units -- all these data deficiencies combine to complicate/make
impossible specification of exact modifications required to
Union 0il's existing g.w.m. system to achieve compliance with 35
I11. Adm. Code Part 725, Subpart F; and .

(4) The acceptability of existing wells for incorporation into a
revised/new system of g.w.m. wells.

Union 0il1 agreed to submit a plan for further subsurface investigation --
essentially addressing Item A of the Compliance Order portion of the
Complaint (page 7). This will address problems stated in items 2 and 3
above. _

Areas for further discussion or where disagreements remain:

(1) Limit of the waste management area (w.m.a.):
Union 0il1 has circumscribed all the land treatment areas by
including them all in a square plot outlined in their Part B on
map A-2. Mr. Gates, the consultant, stated that runoff from
land treatment activity produces a "swampy area" which acts to

EPA FORM 1320-6 (REV. 3-76)



(3)
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recharge the aquifer in the NW area of the square plot. He

said that part of the logic behind Tocating wells (MW5 and MW8)
there was to detect contamination of g.w. more quickly than if
placed at the 1imit of the w.m.a. as U.S. EPA requires by
regulation. [Shallow, non-RCRA wells also monitor shallow zones
under an IEPA agreement with Union 0i1 in the NW corner.]

Adequacy of existing wells for incorporation into an updated
g.w.m, system:

- IEPA and U.S. EPA could not promise any wells would be
definitely included in the new system;

- the Agencies agree to rule on the individual merits of each
well following receipt of new information from additional
subsurface investigation and proposed new well location; and

- for reasons stated in the Order, both Agencies have problems
with existing wells

Penalty: The U.S. EPA penalty policy was sent by mail to the
attorney. Mr. Gates raised the issue of possibly getting U.S. EPA
to reduce the penalty amount by 20% maximum. Penalty calculations
were given to Mr. Crim, but no agreement was reached on an amount

to be paid. (Note: Mr. Bruckert asked for, and was sent, a Class

I/11I classification system for RCRA violations.)
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NV TELTR
fefer to: 1978G30DN04& -- HiTl Tnuaty
{eront /Uniee Oty (ompeny

ILOOA SN05GT
Lompliance File

CORPLIANCE TEOBIRY LETIER
tertified § P245 152 257

Nawch 77, VOR7

F. ¥. Breciert, Superviser
Enviremmental Services
Unocal Corporetios
Chiczgo Refinery

lemont, ITifeeis 0435

Dear ¥r, Draciert: .

The purpose of this letler is te scdress the states of the abeve-referenced

fac!lity 12 relation to the reguirerents of 35 111, Adp, Code, Subpart F and

te inguire as to your positiem with =o3pect to the epparent violations

‘fdm?ﬂﬂeﬁ in Attectment A and your rlans te cerrect these spparent
clations,

The Rgercy's Tindiags of aprarsst ron-coppliance in Attackment A ere based on
& March 23, 1587 review of decements sedeitiad te the Agency s cemonstrate
mhm with the requiresmests of Section 725,170 anmual report due Farch 1,

Piease suieit fe writing, within fifteen (15) calendar duys of the cdate of
this letter, the reesons for the idestified vielatioms, & description of the
steps wh¥chk heve been taken to correct the vielations and 2 schedule,
fncluding dates, by which sach wiclation will ke resolved. The written
response, and two coples of all documents submpitted im reply to this letter,
sheuld be sent to the follewtag:

Farry A. Chappel, P.E., Acting Manager
Facilities Compliiance Enit

Compliance Foritering Sectiom

I1liseis Emvirospenta! Protectios Acescy
Pivision ef Land Pellution Comtrel

200 Churchill Road

Fost Office Box 1927¢

Springfield, T1linois 627948276
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
REGION V

IN THE MATTER OF: ) DOCKET NO. V-W-87R-015
)
UNION OIL COMPANY OF CALIFORNIA ) MOTION FOR EXTENSION OF TIME
135th STREET and NEW AVENUE ) TO ANSWER COMPLAINT
LEMONT, ILLINOIS 60439 )
ILD 041 550 567 )
)

The Union 0il Company of California dba Unocal
("UNOCAL"), through its attorneys Sam A. Snyder, Timothy R.
Thomas, Brendon M. Dixon and Walter W. Crim, moves for an
extension of time to answer the Complaint filed in this matter
until February 2, 1987. This short extension is necessary as a
result of the Complaint being served on UNOCAL during the
Christmas holidays, thereby shortening the actual time UNOCAL has
had to complete the Answer. U.S. EPA Region V Technical Staff

and Regional Counsel concur in this Motion.

Respectfully submitted,

UNION OIL COMPANY OF CALIFORNIA

By: ZM ;éQZE:Zﬁ Zggzzl'

WALTER W. CRIM

Unocal Center

1201 W. Fifth Street
P.O. Box 7600

Los Angeles, CA 90051
(213) 977-7944
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that I have caused a copy of the
foregoing Motion to be served upon the persons designated below,
on the date below, by causing said copies to be deposited in the
U.S. Mail, First Class and certified-return receipt requested,
postage prepaid, at Los Angeles, california, in envelopes

addressed to:

Mary Hay , Jqﬂnathan Cooper

Assistant Regional Counsel USS. EPA, Region V

U.S. EPA, Region V RCRA Enforcement Section
(5C~16) (5HE-12)

230 S. Dearborn Street 230 S. Dearborn Street

Chicago, Illinois 60604 Chicago, Illinois 60604

I have further caused the original of the Motion and
this Certificate of Service to be sefved in the Office of the
Regional Hearing Clerk, on the date below, by causing said
originals to be deposited in the U.S. Mail, First Class and
certified-return receipt requested, postage prepaid, at Los

Angeles, california, in envelopes addressed to:

Ms. Beverly Shorty
Hearing Clerk

U.S. EPA, Region V

230 S. Dearborn Street
Chicago, Illinois 60604

Dated this 7th day of Jafuary,-1987.

/a F A
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HHE-172

DEC 17 1386

‘P Uq,q(s'
CERTIFIED MAIL
RETURN RECEIPT

REQUESTED

g.T. gorpgrzgian %gstem
Registered Agent for Wi ~
Unfon 011 Company of California V=W 87 R-015
208 South LaSalle Street
Chicayo, Ilinois: 60604

Re: Complaint, Findings of Violation .
and Compliance Order af,0
Union 011, Chicago Refinery
ILD 041 550 567

Pesr Sir/Madam:

Enclosed please find a Complaint and Compl fance Order which specifies this
Ajency's determination of certain violations by Union 011 Company of
California of the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA), as amended,
472 4,S,C, §6901 et seqg, This Agency's determination is based on an inspection
on May 16, 1986, of the facility located at 135th Street and Hew Avenue in
Ltemont, Nlinois by a representative of the I1linois Environmental Protection
A?ency (1EPA), and other information im our files, The Findings in the Come
plaint state the reasons for such a determination. In essence, the facility
failed to weet particul ar requirements of RCRA relating to the develoment and
implementation of an acceptable ground-water sonitoring program according to
regulations stated in 35 111, Adm., Code Part 725, Subpart F.

Accompanying the Complaint is a Notice of Opportunity for Hearing., Showld
you desire to contest the Complaint, a written request for a hearing is
required to be filed with Ms, Beverely Shorty, Regional Hearing Clerk (SMF-12),
United States Environmental Protection Aggncy-(u; L EPA),iZSQ %02;? Dz:rb?r? ;
icago, Itlinois 60604, within 30 days from receipt o s Complaint,
gf:ﬁ;;’oghyéﬁg ;equest shoul ¢ al so be sent toyMary Hay, Office of Regional
“founsel (5C-16), !.S. EPA at the above address,

J




UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE I II " |
OFFICIAL BUSINESS

INSTRUCTIONS
Print your name, address, and ZIP Code in the
space helow.
: gomph't:lwmo:.z.i.':ad4onmngr’u.
otherwise back of

S5HE-12

PENALTY FOR PRIVATE
USE 8200
RETURN RCRA  J. COOPER
TO
INarma ol Oamdasd
UNITED STATES 0OF AMERICA
ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

REGION V

230 SOUTH DEARBORN STREET

CHICAGO, IL 60604
s lenathadlsnndeediduel
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@ s=NDER: Complete items 1,2, 3 and 4.

Put your address in the “RETURN TO" space on the
reverse side. Failure to do this will prevent this card from
being returned to you. The return receipt fee will provide
you the name of the person delivered to and the date of
*delivery. For additional fees the following services are
available, Consult postmaster for fees and check box(es)
tor service(s) requested.

‘\1 . O showto whom, date and address of delivery.

2. O Restricted Dativery.

3. Article Addressed to:

D.W. BRUCKERT, UNION OIL CO.
Chicago Refinery

135th ST. and New Ave.
Lemont, IL 60439

4. Type of Service: Article Number

O ister nsur
B . Ol b 139 415 633

O Express Mail

Always obtain signature of addressee or agent and
DATE DELIVERED.

5. Signaturo — Addressee

T,

4 J1LS3IW00

7. Date of Dalivery

-

8. Addressee’s Address (ONLY if requested and jee paid)

141323/
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Regardless of whether you choaose to request a hearing within the prescribed
time Timit following service of this Complaint, you are extended an opportunity
to request an informal settlement conference,

IT you have any questions or desire to request an informal conference for
the purpose of settlement with Waste Management Division staff, please
contact Jonathan Cooper, United States Environmental Protection Agency,
RCRA Enforcement Section (SHE-12), 230 South Dearborn Street, Chicago,
Ilinois 60604, His phone number is (312) 886-4462,

Sincerely,

Basil G. Constantelos, Director
HWaste Management Division

Enclosure c v R 7

cc:  Gary. King, IEPﬂV/ l/
Harry Chappel, 1EPA

Glenn Savage, 1EPA/ ‘/\\\;'\OBL\
D. W, Bruckert :
el

Union 011 Company
Chicago Refinery
Lemont, I11inois 60439

becc: Robert Small, OWPE (NH-527)\//
Mary Hay, ORC 5C-16 \i/
Denise Reape, 5HE-12 ”/
Regional Hearing Clerk, 5MF-14
IL Permit Unit, 5HS-13 N

5HE-12:J.Cooper:nd:6-4464:11/28/86
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"™  UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

g - % REGION 5 |
g 3 230 SOUTH DEARBORN ST. -
%, S CHICAGO, ILLINOIS 60604
QL pnd‘ao REPLY TO THE ATTENTION OF:
SHE-12
A7 OCT 1985

W. Child, Acting Manager
Division of Land Pollution Control
I11inois Environmental Protection Agency
2200 Churchill Road
Springfield, Il1inois 62706
Re: RCRA 3008(a)(2) Notice
~ Union 0i1 Company,
Chicago Refinery
ILD 041 550 567
Dear Mr. Child:
We have reviewed your August 4, 1986, hazardous waste enforcement referral
package for Union 0il Company. Pursuant to Section 3008(a)(2) of the Resource
Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA), as amended, I am providing notice
to you that the United States Environmental Protection Agency is preparing
to issue an order under Section 3008(a)(1) for violations of RCRA, including

violations outlined in the referral.

If you have any questions'on this matter, please contact Mr. Jonathan Cooper
of my staff at (312) 886-4464.
Sincerely,

William H, Miner, Chief
Hazardous Waste Enforcement Branch



SHE-12

17 OCT 1986

W, Child, Acting Manager
Division of Land Pollution Control
I1linois Environmental Protection Agency
2200 Churchill Road
Springfield, I1linpis 62706
Re: RCRA 3002(a)(2) Notice
Union 0i1 Company,
Chicago Refinery
ILD 041 550 567
Dear Mr. Child:
e have reviewed your August 4, 1986, hazardous waste enforcement referral
package for Union 011 Company. Pursuant to Section 3008(a)(2) of the Resource
Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA), as amended, I am previding notice
to you that the United States Environmental Protection Agency is preparing
to issue an order under Section 3008(a)(1) for violations of RCRA, including

violations outlined in the referral,

If you have any questions on this matter, please contact Mr. Jonathan Cooper
of my staff at (312) 886-4444,

Sincerely,

William H. Miner, Chief
Hazardous HWaste Enforcement Branch

bce: - M. Murphy, SWB

J. Mayka, SWB | s
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Evaluation of Adequacy of
Subpart F System with regard
to minimum requirements

Jonathan Cooper
Hydrologist

Union 011 File
ILD 041 550 567

At the time a CIL was issued to Union 01) (8/5/85), the facility was in assess-
ment monitoring. Findings of non-compliance were listed as follows:

{1) Attachment A: Violations based on CME of 6/24/25

a) Several wells needed repair/replacement of concrete surface
seals

b) Discrepancy of 21.22 ft, in total well depth of SW-7

(2) Attachment B: Violations based on 7/1/85 review of documents submitted
to IEPA to demonstrate compliance with the requirements of Section
725,193,

A1l of these violations were to be addressed while Union 011 was in assessment
monitoring, Attachment C in the CIL listed several apparent violations

had to be addressed within 30 days of Union 0il returning to detection
monitoring under 725,193(d)(6). Inadequacies of the well system listed in
Attachment C include:

(1) WNeed for additional up- and downgradient weTls for immediate
detection of releases {some nested)

(2) Excessive distance between wells (400 - 600 feet apart)
(3) Screened lengths that are too long (20 feet) :

(4) Excessive sand packs (40 ft,) and apparent use of natural clay for
backfill of annular space.

Violations listed in Attachments A and B have been appropriately addresséd as
noted in IEPA correspondence to the facility dated 1/10/86 and 4/2/86.

Union 01l has returned to detection monitoring (about 4/86) and therefore
violations listed in Attachment C of the 8/5/85 CIL now are applicable and

" must be addressed, A CME was done May 16, 1986. A PECL is being/was sent
to Union 0il listing violations noted in Attachment C and a PEC will be
arranged for the final week of June with facility officials.




e
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Current Status of Subpart F System:

(1) UPgrad1ent wells ' - Midel, Mi-2, MW-9

(2) Downgradient wells - Mied, MH=5, MH-?. M2

{3) My-3, M¥-6 - used for ground-water flow direction
Minimum requirements, in terms of numbers of wells upgradient and down-
gradient, appear to be satisfied. However, the numbers, depths and con-
struction of wells need re-evaluation and IEPA has found the current Subpart
F program to be inadequate. Need:

(1) additional wells to characterize background
(2) to monitor “entire" uppermost aquifer (may need nested wells)
{3) to reduce spacing between downgradient wells

(4} shorter well screens and sand packs

(5) proper sealing of annular space above screened intervals in
wells.

However: As of November 8, 1985, items listed in Attachment C (8/5/85) were not
officially stated as being violations by IEPA because Union 0i1 was in Assess-
ment monitoring and therefore not under detection monitoring requirements and
could officially certify,

SHE-12:Cooper:1r:6/4464

?wa»_m~i ..a_l 'ﬁ/X/ i S5, g e s




‘ LETTER #6 ’

Illinois Environmental Protection Agency - 2200 Churchill Road, Springfield, IL 62706

217/782-6761
1% P. ERCHUL

-

DW. AMICKERT -

Refer to:.1978030004 -- Will County 1 1986
Lemont/Union 0i1 —-AUC _ll 1986 AUG - 19
1LD041550567 :

Compliance File

August 5, 1986

Mr. Leo Erchull

Union 0i1 Company
Chicago Refinery _
Lemont, I1linois 60439

Dear Mr. Erchu11:

Per your conversation with Michelle Tebrugge, the Pre-Enforcement TE L
Conference with Union 0il has been rescheduled for August 28, 1986 at :
10:00 A.M. at the Division of Land Pollution Control, 2200 Church111 . r
Road Springfield, I11inois 62706.

If you have any questions, please contact Michelle D. Tebrugge at
217/782-4462.

 Sincerely,

i S

Mark A. Haney, Manager

Facilities Compliance Unit
Compliance Monitoring Section
‘Division of Land Pollution Control

MAH:MDT:jp:2/33

cc: Division File
Northern Region
D.W. Bruckert
Don Gimbel
Paul Jagiello =
Cindy Davis
Larry Eastep’
Rob Watson
Ken Bechely
Jeannine Balsamo
Michelle Tebrugge



Ilinois Environmental Protection Agency - 2200 Churchill Road, Springfield, IL 62706

T17/762-6761

Rofer 23: 13780300803 -- #4171 Couaty
Union 01 Coxpany -
IL8041550587
Compliaace File

PRE-EHFORCENENT LONFEREMCE LETTER

Cortified 6 + o S T AL

June 2%, 1986

He, Leo Erchall ‘
Union 813 Company - Chicags flefirery
temont, 11iinots &S0435

Der Mr. Erchiuil:

By copy of this letter, the Agancy horeby informs Unfon 811 Companmy of
appareat vislations of the ITifnots Eavirencental Proteciion Act and/or vules
end reguliations adepted thereuader, These apparent vigolations are set forh
in AtRachment A of this letter. In eddition, Visted {mw Atiechment B are
discrepancics discovered Juring the Hay 1§, 1886 imspaciion. For your
informetion anclosed s a copy of the inspectien repovi.

As & result of tﬁeﬁe apaarant.vfaiétﬁogs! it is our iatent to refer this
matter o the Agency's Tegal s3aff for the proparation 6F 5 formel enfercenent
case. The Agency’s legai staff »iil, 1n curn, refer this patter fo the Office _

of Atterney General or to the Yaited States Envirormental Protection Agency

for the Filing of & formal complaing,

Préor to taking such action, hemever, you are requested s attend 3

Pro-Enforeement Cenference o be Reld 3t the Bivision of Land Psllution

Comtrol, 2200 Chur<hill Read, Sprimgfield, Iilinois 62706, The purpose of

this Conference will be: _ : : °

1. To discuss the valigity of the apparent violstfene moted by Agency staff,
and :

2. To arrive &t @ prograa to eliminate existing and/or future violatioss. :

You should, therefore, bripg such parsenne? and rocords to the confarence as
uwill erable a complete discussion of the above items. Ye have scheduled tha
Conference for Jeliy 17, 1388, at 16:40 .0, 1f this arrangement is
inconvenient, please contact Byr Filson at 277/782-6767 to arramge for am
aiternative date and tige. : :



"(. Y . _
@ Illinois Environmental Protection Agency - 2200-Churchill Road, Springfield, IL 62706

‘I' Pagauﬁ

In wddition, please be advised that this letter constitutes the notice ,

requived by Section 31{d) of the 11V¥ingis Esvirommestal Protection Act orior
tﬁ the #iiing of a formal complaingt. The cited Section of the IVVimels
Envirurmmenial Protectior Act requives the Agency o feform yos of the cRarges
which are e De &ileged and offer you the opporiunity to moot with appvnpriate
offictals within thirty days of 2his notice date i» 22 effort to resolve such
cenfiict shich coutd lead to the 2iling of formal action.

Stutevaly,

..’f.c"'; . . E _— J,..-"“,. : . -
Bichael F. Pechvatal, Hanager
Canglisnce Benitoring Secetion
Givision of Lsﬂé Pollution wntmz

ﬁ?ﬁ.;&»» gm; 3335f$ 7

Attachment

cr: Diyistan File
' Borthern Regicn
Pant Jagiello
{indy Davis .
Jeantine Halsame
ol Hatson
USEPA - Regiens ¥
Bgr Filson
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Ilinois Environmental Protection Agency - 2200 Churchill Road, Springfield, IL 62706

ATTADREST A

Purcyant to 35 111, Adn. Code 725.7190(aj, the owner or eporater of &
se+f3cs iopouyndmoat or land treatment facility cmst imploment 2

- grousdwater monitoring progres cepable of determinming the facility’s

impact on the quality of the groundwater {n tbe uvpperesst, sad all
hydrauiically connected, aguifers. The number, depths ond coastruction of
the currant monitaring a21ls, as discussed belew, indicate that the
carrent progran §S Inadoguate. Additienelly. the following
aeslegic/hydragenlogic information s needed in order to complete an
adecuate raviow of the geplogic/hydrsgesiogic sysien,

2. ia-site hydrawiic condietivity tesis on the scroened fntervals;

&,  Bydraulic condoctivity data on the silty-clay ond clayey-silt titls;

£. the physical properties of the dolomite {including hydraulie
cosductivity, porosity, potenticaetric data, degrez of
Intorconrection with The pncensolidated deposits and ower aguifers,
fractured or weathered zomes, Tlow rate ond fiow direction):

4. structural contour mapis) of the dolzmite; and

e, the effact of the Chicage Sanitary and Ship Canal ond the I 2mg B
{oral ew lotal groundwater tomditions. '

Pursuant to 35 1%, Ads. Code 725.1%0{b}, the ouner or cperator nust
{nstall a groundwster menitaring system which opets the reguirements of
Seetian 725.1%}. As described below, the sumber and depth of the
?g§i§g§ing wells are pot sufficient to peel the requiremonis of Section

Purszant to 35 INl. Adm. Code 725.781({a){1), groundwater menitoring systen
must consist of an adeguate subber of wupgradfent eonitaring welis,
Upgradient wells must be ¥nstalled that provide representative backgroued
saeples for the doionite aquifer and amy hydrauligaily connected
anconsoiidated deposits. The comstruction of these wells shouid be such
that the agquifer and the unconsolideted depesits cad bo monitered
gxcivsively. This will reqoire well screens of no corn than ten feet.

Pursnant to 35 117, Adn. Ceode 725.191{a){Z)}, the graunfuater couitoring
gystem must consist of e adegquate number of doumgradient wonitoring
wells. The mumber, dopths and locatiens of the current wells are
inadoguate to immediately detect any statistically sigmificast exmousts of

- hazardaus waste or hazardoms waste constituents in the groundwster for ha

foliowing reosons:

a. Dowyngradient wells sre, at a'siaiﬁﬁm, 500 feet apart. The facility
23t provide a jostification for this well spacing and provide
additiona) wells {if nocessary. '

b. Cress sectiens and boring logs indicate that the present wails
. moniter a5 many as four Tithologic umits.



Illinois Environmental Protection Agency - 2200 Churchill Road, Springfield; IL 62706

Page 2

5. Pursuast to 35 113, Agn. Cede 725.1%3(c), 271 monitoring we)is oust be
sereened and sand packed as ngcessary 0 allew for the cotlection of
aceeptadle sampiles. The annular spece ebeve the sampiing interval owst e
sgaiad with & suitzhle mat@%iai, f.e., cament grout or bektonite slurey..
The large scroened dptervais (20 3.}, the excessive sand packs {40 7t.)
#rd the yse of natural clay 85 @ hac*ff%? matoriel combiped mak@ the
currast nonitoring uells snacgeptable.



Illinois Environmental Protection Agency - 2200 Churchill Road, Springfield, IL 62706

ATTACHMENT 3

¥. Discrepancies ia totel depth were also asted for two of the wells durlag
the inspection. SHY is 20.41 feet shellower than when origimally .
igstailed and SHS is 4.82 feet greater tham origing! borings indicate.
Furthormore, the cement surface sgal at SUS oust de ropaired. These |
concerns mast also B4 addressed during the Pre-Enforcenment (onference. .

1 SF - oy T 333F /8-%



Illinois Environmental Protection Agency - 2200 Churchill Road, Springfield, IL 62706

217/782-6761

Refer to: 1978030004 -- Will County
Lemont/Union 011
ILD041550567

April 2, 1986

Mr. D. W. Bruckert Mr. Leo D. Erchuyll
Union 0i1 Company : Union 011 Company
Chicago Refinery ' : Chicago Refinery
Lemont, [11inois 60439 - Lemont, I11inois - 60439
Gentlemen:

‘The Agency is in receipt of your March 27, 1986 response to our August 5, 1985
Compliance Inquiry Letter. Your response has been reviewed and resolves the
apparent violation(s) of Section(s) 725.191(a)(1).

Comment number 2 of Attachment A appears to be adequately addressed at this
t1me.

- This concludes IEPA, Division of Land Pollution Control act1v1ty regarding the
August 5, 1985 Comp11ance Inquiry Letter.

If you have any questions, please contact Cindy S. Davis at 217/782-6761.

Sincerely,

K\—L( (4(2—@“‘“

Mark A. Haney, Manager

Facilities Compliance Unit
Compliance Monitoring Section
Division of Land Pollution Control

MAH: BF : jd/0678F /30

cc: Division File
Northern Region
Jeannine Balsamo
Rob Watson
Paul Jagiello
Bur Filson—
USEPA Region V



Illinois Environmental Protection Agency - 2200 Churchill Road, Springfield, IL 62706

217/782-6761

Refer to: 1978030004 -- Will County
Lemont/Union 0il

ILD041550567
May 6, 1986 | |
Mr. D.W. Bruckert ' Mr. Leo D. Erchull
Union 011 Company . Union 0i1 Company
Chicago Refinery Chicago Refinery

Lemont, I11inois 60439 Lemont, I11inois 60439
Gentlemen: '

The Agency has reviewed your Phase II Groundwater Assessment Report dated
March 27, 1986. After reviewing the report it has been determined that Union
0i1 will return to Detection Monitoring.

In Unocal's Phase II Assessment plan concern was expressed that the student's
t-test is inappropriate to evaluate Unocal's groundwater quality data.
Interim status regulations require the use of a student's t-test at the 0.01
level of significance. However, due to a recent policy change Unical now has
the option to choose a student's t-test which is found to be most applicable

to the data being analyzed. Unocal may perform the student's t-test of their’
choice, however, the results must be based on only one type of t-test. The

t-test of choice must be well documented with explicit examples and technical
references.

The Agency concurs that the pH data from the October 20, 1982 sampling are

anomalous and should, therefore, be excluded from future statisticaT analysis.

Data from the November 15, 1983 sampling interval should be used as a -
substitute for the above mentioned data. This substitution will complete the
required background data.

- If you have any questions, please contact Cindy S. Davis at 217/782-6761.

Sincerely,

=l

Mark A. Haney, Manager

Facilities Compliance Unit
Compliance Monitoring Section
Division of Land Pollution Control

MAH:CD:ba/1059f/19

cc: Division File
Northern Region
Paul Jagiello
Jeannine Balsamo P
Compliance Corr. Log (Cindy Davis)e
USEPA, Region V
Rob Watson
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@ [llinois Environmental Protection Agency

i

2200 Churchill Road. Springfield, IL 62706

217/782-6761

Refer to: 1978030004 -- Will Co.
Lemont/Union 01l
ILD041550567

January 10, 1986

Mr. D.W. Bruckert Mr. Leo D. Erchull

Union 011 Company Union 011 Company
Chicago Refinery Chicago Refinery

Lemont, I11inois 60439 Lemont, I11inois 60439
Gentlemen: | |

The Agency is in receipt of your September 4, 1985 and October 2, 1985
responses to our August 5, 1985 Compliance Inquiry Letter. Your responses
have been reviewed and resolve the apparent violation(s) of Section(s)
725.191(c), 725.193(d)(3)(A), 725.193(d)(3)(B), 725.193(d)(3)(C),
725.193(d)(3)(D), 725.193(d)(4)(A). and 725.193(d)(4)(B).

A Violation 725.191(a)(1) will be considered outstanding until further data is -

gathered to determine the cause of MW-2's anomaTous nature.

Comments numbered 8, 9, and 10 of Attachment B appear to be adequately
addressed at this time. Comment number 2 of Attac
remain unresolved until Union U7T can explain the total well depth

“discrepancy. The Agency is still waiting to hear the results of the
October-November, 1985 attempt to remove the bailer from well SW-7.

If you have any questions, please contact Cindy S. Davis at 217/782-9801.

Sincerely,

/ S
4
v/’.’_.(__‘_‘__‘."..-.{

Mark A. Haney, Manager

Facilities Compliance Unit
Compliance Monitoring Section
Division of Land Pollution Control

MAH:CD:bjh/0028F /55

¢c: Northern Region
Jeannine Balsamo
Rob Watson
Paul Jagiello
Cindy Davis
Michelle Tebrugge
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Union Oil Company

of California
Chicago Refinery
;?ﬁ% : Lemont, lllinois 60439 ENV 341-85

. ) Telephone (312) 257-7761
o %o 2 &

B T S B CERTIFIED MAIL
Y XA ?’2 unl RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

#P 330 175 799

\ %'%y :
@
A. J. Eliskains o ' November 22, 1985

Manager. Cricago Rehnery

Mr. Willaim E. Muno

RCRA Enforcement Section, SHE-12

U.S. Environmental Protection .
Agency

Waste Management Division

230 South Dearborn Street

Chicago, Illinois 60604

Dear Sir:

Request for Additional Information

In reply to your leter (received November 4, 1985,) requesting

additional information from Union 0Oil pursuant to paragraph 3007
‘ of the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act, we are supplying

all the requested information from Enclosure 1 with this submission.

1. The RCRA land disposal units found at our facility are a
land treatment area (process code D8l1) and a surface
impoundment (process code S04). The units are identified
on the attached copy of a topographic map.

2. Since all above facilities are in compliacne with the
November 8, 1985, certification of compliance with all
applicable groundwater monitoring and financial respon-
sibility requirements, no further response is necessary
to questions 2-4 as shown on Enclosure 1.

Should you have any guestions concerning this submittal, please
contact L. D. Erchull at the above telephone number.

Very truly yours,

! D. W. Bruckert, Supervisor
Environmental Services
LDE:d1lw -

. Enclosure
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Chicago Refinery
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i . ‘ Union 76 Division: Eastern Region

Union Oil Company of California
Chicago Refinery
. " Lemont, linois 60439
' : Telephone {312) 257-7761 ENV 234-85

unl\%n CERTIFIED MAIL
R ~ RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

#P0O8 8720483

=TOFIVED
A. J. Eliskalns _ .
Manager, Chicago Refinery ‘ L\\U G 2 2 ‘985
August 19, 1985 : :
SEPA-DLEG
Mr. Mark A. Haney, Manager
Facilities Compliance Unit
Compliance Monitoring Section
Illinois Environmental Protection
Agency
Division of Land Pollution Control
2200 Churchill Road
Springfield, Illinois 62706
Dear Sir:

RE: 1978030004 - Will County
Lemont/Union 0il ILD041550567
Compliance Inqui;y Letter ReSponsg

Union 0il has reviewed your August 5, 1985 compliance inguiry
letter and has prepared responses to the Attachment A comments
and/or questions posed by the Illinois Environmental Protection
Agency.

A response to Attachment B will be prepared and sent to IEPA

by September 6, 1985. We suggest that after IEPA has reviewed
the contents of our responses to Attachment A and B, a meeting
between representatives of Union 0il and the Agency be scheduled
to discuss resolution of any outstanding and unresolved issues.
Additionally, although our submittals only respond to comments
and/or questions contained in Attachments A and B, we suggest
that our meeting also address IEPA comments and/or questions
contained in Attachment C. This will allow Union 0il to prepare
some preliminary groundwork for responses to Attachment C which
are due to be submitted to the IEPA 30 days after Union returns
to its detection monitoring program.

~



Mr. Mark A. Haney

August 19, 1985

Page 2

For your convenience and to aid in your review, Union Oil has
repeated the IEPA comments and/or questions and provide our
response immedia#ﬂgy below.

Should you have any questions concerning our response, please
direct them to L. D. Erchull at (312) 257-7761.

Sincerley,

=z //M«/

D. W. Bruckert, Supervisor
Environmental Services

LDE/rm

Attachment
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ATTACHMENT I

RESPONSES TO IEPA ATTACHMENT A

1. TEPA COMMENT

Pursuant to 35 Il1l. Adm. Code 725.191(c), the annular space  above

the sampling depth must be sealed with a suitable material to prevent
contamination of samples and the groundwater. The concrete surface
seals in several of the MW-series wells lacked the integrity necessary
to prevent the downward migration of contaminants. These seals must
be repaired or replaced. '

RESPONSE )
35 I11. Adm. Code 725.1§§Xc) required that the annular space above ~
the sampling depth be séaled with a suitable material (e.g., cement
grout or bentonite slurry) to prevent cont%i@ination of samples and
the groundwater. At the Union 0Oil facility, the annular space in

the wells are typically sealed with 1-3 feet of bentonite above the
sand pack that surrounds the well screen, low permeability natural
silty/clay backfill to a depth of 2-3 feet below the ground surface,
and a cement grout plug from the natural backfill to the ground
surface. With time, we have found that it is not unusual for the
cement grout to crack. This is particularly true after a severe
winter, and we believe the deterioration of the concrete grout plug
is due primarily to freeze - thaw action. As a consequence, Union
0il has on numerous occasions repaired or replaced the concrete plug
when deterioration was observed, and will again repair or replace

the concrete plug on wells where deterioration has occurred. At

the present time, we have replaced the concrete plug on the following
wells: MW-2, MW-3, MW-4, MW-5, MW-6, MW-8, SW-4, SW-5 and SW-8.
Wells MW-1, SW-1 will be completed as soon as possible depending on
access to the site. At present, the field is too wet for access.

It should be noted however that we believe the existing bentonite
‘and natural clay/silt backfill seals provide a more than adequate
seal ‘then the concrete surface seals to prevent contamination of

the samples or ground water due to the infiltration of surface water.

2 IEPA COMMENT

The total well depth of SW-7, as measured during the inspection, was
21.22 ft. shallower than the boring log. Please explain this discrep-
ancy. _



' Attachment I -2- August 19, 1985

RESPONSE

Inspection of the boring log and well construction diagram for
SW-7 (Attachment 2) shows simply that the well was not installed
to the bottom of the investigative boring. It is believed

that the reason for this was due to an overnight rise in the
water level and the desire to install the top of the well screen
at the top of the perched water level. It is interesting to
note that the IEPA water levels (Attachment 3) show that the
well was dry on 6-24-85. Therefore, it may have been
appropriate to install a 30 or 40 foot long well screen to

the bottom of the investigative boring. It is more likely,
however, that many of the perched water zones underlying the
Union 0il facility are seasonal in occurrence. This is a typical
geologic occurrence and should not be unexpected.

DWB/lac



ATTACHMENT 2

SW-7 BORING LOG AND WELL CONSTRUCTION DIAGRAM

SW="2 Ly




TEST BORING LOG & MONITORING

T. M. GATES. INC. WELL NO. Sw-7
_ _ WELL INSTALLATION ELL NO o
PROJECT UNION OIL SUPPLEMENTAL WELLS SHT.NO. 1 OF 3 =
CLIENT UNION OIL CCMPANY PROJ. NO.  B4-01-008

"BORING CONTRACTOR

CANONIZE

CCNSTRUCTION COMPANY

GROUND TIEV. 703.47

cacuub"v.in"ehjroc-g'r_.tv_ 706.00: CAS. SAMP. CORE TUBE |DATUM  MSL _
OATE TiME FLEV. | CASING | TYPE E.S.A. S.S. DATE START 3-21-64
6-18-84 ©678.21 ' DIA. 6" 1 1/2" DATE FINISH  3-22-384
wT. 140% | DRILLER J. EAMMAN
FALL 30" ~ug-rzp. GOY
= o | U sLows | . T
=-lzz]| 25 ON e - MARKS '
sl 3 o SAMPLE |Z IDENTIFICATION & REMAR) 2,53
Wk | o =z - s y
o 5; x SPOON |> l
PER 6~ |¥
1 AR 9
.' * . Q' :
Do 4.
2 Al g -A. .A . .
3
4 . -
p s-1 = €] Brown silty clay, trace gravel,
10 Ll very stiff, moist
5 ! _2" ’
€
7
L]
6 c
9 -2 S Same as above
L
13
10 '
1
. !
12
13
s-3 ; 2l Brown silty clay, trace gravel,
14 11 I stiif, moist
15
16
17 ;
18 c . .
4 -] Dark gray clayey silt/silty clay,
19 s-4 7 = trace gravel, stiff, dense,
10 1 moist
20 -
REOVIVED
& 5 10aE
n ) _
RIS IR
_23

FOR INTERADRETATION OF SOIL ROCK AND GRCUNDWATER STNDITIONS SEE TEXT



| TEST BORING LOG & MONITORING | .oy o
T. M. GATES, INC. . SwW=7
WELL INSTALLATION WELL KO
PROJECT UNION OIL SUPPLIMENTAL WwWoild SHT.NO. 2 OF 3
ELIENT UNION OIL COV.PANY PROJ. NO. 84-01-008
- ‘Gm - BLows | ]
= .l zz g ON o :
| 30 52 SAMPLE |2 IDENTIFICATION & REMARKS
<2 | « SPOON
e oe » ot
PER 6~ (9] —
_ 4 ¢l Gray-brown silty clay, very stiff, i;/ / /
24 S-5 6 Y moist: overlying brown silty clay, / :
14 vl firm, moist; overlying tan fine sandy o)
25 2] clayey silt, somewhat dense, wet;
€| overlving poorly graded fine to medium O )
26 M grained sand, very wet
s O
27 c e
. O 10
28 Licht brown fine to medium grained sand, p——
10 |s : ; ®)
S-6 30 W loose, very wet; overlying light brown . —_—
23 21 = - fine sandy silty clay, soft, saturated; N S O-
. overlying rock fracments; overlying light ® —_—
3 “l brown silty clay, stifZ, moist b
" — - | oL
—10
32 ' _ ' O .
33 =
5 . e O
— d Dark gray silty clay, stiff, _—
M -7 8 gt vel, tra d, very wet O
10 race gravel, ce sand, very o
35 - .
O —
36 S
_ O
37 ' o o @) —
. o
21 s} Chalk white-gray silty fine sand, @) —l0
38 s-8 50 Ml limestone rock fragments, wet '
40 — — : _ o —
a - : - oL
42 i o @) __
a3
c-8 50/4" Gray silty rock fragments, wet (limestone) | O —
“ —Auger no sample 43°'-67'
as . Same lithologic description 10
- ' as adjacent MA-7 O —_
: ' — .
_ O : ;
47 o @)
" . : o OO C oo
49 o O

FCRINTESPUETAY ONCF SOt SOCK AND 538 NZAATER ZONSITCNS SEE TERY
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T. M. GATES, INC.

TEST BORING LOG & MONITORING
WELL INSTALLATION

WELL NO.

Sw-7

PROJECT  UNION OIL SUPPLEMENTAL WELLS SHT.NO. 30F 3
CLIENT [NT_"“‘J OTI, COMTINY PROJ.NO. B4=-01-008
- co | w | BLows |
solz22 | 24 ON o EMA S
sl zol| 22 SAMPLE |3 IDENTIFICATION & REMARKS
o <2 | < SPOON |>
o 0 PER 6" »
°© o
50 Same lithologic description @)
as adjacent Mw-7
51 @)
O
52
O
53 © o©
54 e o
55 @)
: ®)
56 @)
57 O o
58 O
o
53 o
60 [@) @)
61 O o
62
63 . o ©O
- O
64
O o
65
66 O o
67 CD
F.O.B. WELL CONSTRUCTION
68 Washed concrete sand backfill: 67'-47"
. 0.006 in. slot PVC screen: 47'-27'
6¢c ‘Washed concrete sand: 47'-24"
. Bentonite pellet seal: ‘24'-23'
70 Native clay backfill: 23'-2'
Concrete plug: 2'-0'
71 .
~-Height of steel protective casing
7 above ground surface is 2.53 feet.
-Well develcoped by bailing at least 5
ER times the volume cf water in the well.
2
E

FCR NT E::ﬂg?‘ndn.wc; Sk'—'"; Be a2 Wt

SCNRTER JONQTONS SEE TEXT




ATTACHMENT 3

IEPA 6-24-85 WATER LEVEL MEASUREMENTS
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Lawrence W. Eastep, Manager
Permit Section, DLPC
I1Tinois EPA

2200 Churchill Road
Springfield, I1linois 62706

RE: Corrective Action Response Review
Union 0il Company of California
ILD 041550567

Dear Mr. Eastep:

Enclosed is a copy of information we received from the referenced facility,
addressing the "continuing release" provisions of the Hazardous and Solid
Waste Amendments of 1984, Please review this information, and complete the
enclosed form entitled "RCRA Facility Review for Solid Waste Management Units."
We also encourage you to provide us any and all additional information that is
pertinent to a consideration of continuing releases at this facility. We will

take no final actions concerning this facility without your full participation
in the decision-making process.

We ask that you return the completed form, plus any additional information
to us (1) within two weeks of your receipt of this letter, for facilities
which have indicated "no releases", and (2) within four weeks for facilities
which have indicated prior or continuing releases of any kind.

Please feel free to call the previously identified permit writer during the
progress of your review with any questions or comments.,

Sincerely yours,

Edith M. Ardiente, P.E.
Chief, Technical Programs Section

Enclosure(s)

hbHS-12:H.Witschonke:6/5/85 §
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" A.J. Eliskalns

. ’Man.ager. ChicagoR_eﬁnery . May 13 , 1985

,..
"C:i...d
LR

Union 76 Division: East  Region

]
L
-'._.n

Union Oil Company of California '
S - Chicago Refinery .
RIS SRR RSN . Lemont, lllincis 60439 _ o -
Telephone (312) 257-7761 ENV 148-85

 UNI@N SRR wamsm

#P08 8720435 o
(}:;ﬁhﬁﬂ] -

Mr. Basil G. Constantelas

Director, Waste Management Division
U. S. Environmental Protectlon Agency
230 South Dearborn
Chicago, Illinois 60604

Dear Mr. Constantelas:

Waste Reduction Process

This letter is confirming a telephone conversation I had

with Mr. Gale Hruska, USEPA, on May 8, 1985. Chicago Refinery
is considering the use a process to phy51cally separate a
refinery residual into oil, water, and a listed hazardous waste.
From my discussion with Mr. Hruska it is my understandlng that-
a permit is not needed to use this process. It is requested
that you review the information below and confirm- thls under-
standing in wrltlng

This process is called the Tracker 0il Recover Process. It

~is a pressure filtration system which breaks oil/water emul-

sions and separates o0il and water from the waste solids by
forcing the liquids. through a pore size of 1 to 5 microms.
The system is mobile and has complete on-site production cap-
abilities. Attached are photographs of the system.

Union 0il is considering the use of the system to process a
residual from a slop oil tank at Chicago Refinery.  With the’
Tracker Process on-site near the tank, the ‘residual would be
pumped from the tank to the Tracker Process. Oil from the
process will return ‘to the Refinery and water will be treated

"in the Refinery's NPDES facilities. The solid filter cake

(Slop 0il Emulsion Solids, K049) generated by the process is
a listed hazardous waste. It will be disposed of off-site at -
an approved landfill. ' ' : :

" We believe the Tracker Process is an env1ronmentally sound
- process, since (1) It reduces the volume- of a waste, (2)

f

206-3)



Mr. Basil G. Constantelas -2- . May 13, 1985

It produces a solid filter cake, and (3) Recovers oil Wthh can
be used for a beneficial purpose. _

I, therefore, request that- USEPA review this information as
expedltlously as possible and confirm in writing, to my atten-
tion, that a permlt is not requlred to use the Tracker Process.

Very truly yours

'ﬁfi:kert Superv1sor .

'Env1ronmental Services
DWB/ms | _
" cc: Eugene Theios - IEPA

Attachment



} -Non-leaching and non-igniting consolidated residue. " Removal of solids to pipeline quality. N




. Lemont, I11inets 60439

" We have reviewed the Tracker 01) Recov
- May 13, 1985, with respect to its regulatery status uader the provisions of__t_ne

" definition of slop oil emulsion solids from the pttro‘lwreﬂum {adustry;

Three naierial's--are genei‘ited: as a-resis_]t of .the Tracker process: filter cake, L

on Ohe _
icago Refinery

s T

Dear We. Bruckerts

“nave ery procass described 1n:yeur Tettor of - .

Resource conservation and Recevery Act (RCRR) ¢

Qur analysis 18 as followse
The waste described as.'miduaf‘fffﬁl a stop oiffﬁ"hnl ynk® apped rs. to mest the

(K049). Therefore, storage of the matertal priof to racycling is regulates’
-40 CFR §261.6(b). The actual reclaimation, in the Trackef system, i3 :
excluded from regulation. : . o L n

water, and oil, The filter cake remains 2 1isted hazardous waste (K049) and
must be managed '1n':acc-qrdance.w1,th the regulations given in 40 CFR Part 264,

. The water generated in the process remains & hazardous waste under 40 CFR

§261.3(c), and any storage prior to treatment in a NPDES perwmitted unit 18
regulated. “Tne waste oil recovered from the Tracker process {s presently

" _exesipt. from regulation,  However, on January 11, 1985, UdS. 'EPA. proposed new

_regulations regarding the use of waste and off-speciﬂcation oil. "In addition,

on Hay 13, 1985, the Agency. requested public comment on the need for regutation
of “olls that are recovered from hazardous wastes that are generated at 3
petroleur refinery and which recovergd oils are fed back to the petrol eum

" refinery for processing'. (copies of the Federal Registers are enclosed).
. Therefore, thoug ‘the use of the ol i3 presently exempt from regulation, it

. may come under regul ation in the near future, and your decision on whether to.

utilize the _'Tr'a'cker process should take this pgssibﬂity i_uto'acceunt.- -
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DivisieN  Fiee

Illinois Environmental Protection Agency - 2200 Churchill Road, Springfield, IL 62706 .

217/782-6761

Refer to: 19784030004 -- Will County
: Lemont/Union Qi1
ILD041550567

April 22, 1985

Mr. W. D. Bruckert
Union 0i1 Company
Chicago Refinery
Lemont, Il1linois - 60439

Dear Mr. Bruckert:

The Agency is in receipt of your March 22, 1985 response to our Compliance
Inquiry Letter. Your response has been reviewed and resolves the apparent
violation(s) of Section(s) 725.194(a)(2). '

If you have any questions, please contact Michelle Tebrugge at 217/782-4462.

Sincerely,

—— }/

Mark A. Haney, Manager

Facilities Compliance Unit
Compliance Monitoring Section
Division of Land Pollution Control

MAH:MDT: tk/42

cc: Division File vd
- Northern Region
Gary King
Don Gimbel
Dale Helmers
Michelle Tebrugge
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Union 76 Division: Eastern Region

\\‘;J"'J!’A. . O ' Union Oil Company of California
\\:‘L..'-.;‘v-"“"q Chicago Refinery
oA , Lemont, lllinois 60439 ENV 16-86
. : . Telephone (312) 257-7761
4 M - /L/p O] 550567
unlﬁ;zf‘ CERTIFIED MAIL
\ <=4 RETURN RECEIPT' REQUESTED
#P 330 .175 823
A J.Eliskains m E @ E u w E @ January 20, 1985
SAN 2 7 186
s - Al U.s. Env1ronmenta1 Protection
VS, EPA, REGION V Agency
A ON RCRA Activities
Region V
P.0. Box A3587
Attention: ATKJG :
Chicago, Illinois 60690
Dear Sir: ' '

Letter Response

In reply to your attached undated letter, we prov1de
the following information. The requested information
has previously been sent to you on two occa31ons
Please refer to letter ENV 157-85, received by y

on May 23, 1985, and Attachment 4 of letter ENV 223 -85,
received by you on August 14, 1985.

Should you have any further questions, please contact
L. D. Erchull at the above telephone number.

Very truly yours,
) 7

D. W. Bruckert, Supervisor
Environmental Services

LDE:dlw

Attachment



DW BRUCKERT

o st - e UG uEs
- "% UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
55" . % REGION §
g W ¢ 230 SOUTH DEARBORN ST. .
% CHICAGO, ILLINOIS 60604 -
%L PR = .
. _ REPLY TO THE A_TTENTION OF:
5HS-JCK-13
CERTIFIED MAIL
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED
UeSe EPA ID #:  ILDO41550567
ciml ON OIL (O OF CALIF CHGO REFINERY
35TH STREET & NEW AVE ] . ' i
LEMONT IL 60439 RE: Hazardous Waste Permit Application

Dear Permit Applicant:

As you know, you have previously submitted Part A of the Resource Conservation
and Recovery Act (RCRA) permit application for the above-referenced facility.
Timely submission of "the Part A" has allowed most hazardous waste management
facilities to continue to operate under RCRA "interim status"(or the State

program equivalent), while complying with applicable technical and record-
keeping standards.

On November 8, 1984, the Hazardous and Solid Waste Amendments of 1984 (the 1984 -
Amendments) were enacted to modify RCRA. Under the 1984 Amendments, all RCRA
permits issued after the date of enactment must provide for corrective action
for all releases of hazardous waste or hazardous waste constituents from any
solid waste management unit, regardless of the time at which waste was placed
in the unit. In addition, all interim status facilities are subject to cor-
rective action requirements, regardless of whether they have 1) submitted a
Part B application, 2) submitted a closure plan, 3) reverted to generator
status only, 4) actually closed, or 5) none of these. Unless our Agency has
formally terminated the facility's interim status, the corrective action
requirements apply. Please note that both hazardous and non-hazardous waste
can meet the definition of solid waste under 40 CFR 261.2 (or the State
reagulation equivalent).



(’

-2-

We must determine whether releases of hazardous waste or hazardous waste con-
stituents have ever occurred at the facility site. If they have, we must
ensure that corrective actions either have been taken or will be taken to
eliminate threats to public health or the environment. An important element
~in our decision process is the information that you provide on the enclosed
certification statement. Please read it carefully and either sign it and
return it, or return it unsigned with a cover letter of explanation, within
45 days of the date of this letter. At some point in time, public input will
be sought to either confirm or deny information you provide, or information we
gather on our own, concerning releases and corrective actions.

Please mail your response to the following:

RCRA Activities

Region V

P. 0. Box A3587
Attention: ATKJG
Chicago, I1linois 60690

.§1ncere1y yours, ' S

David A. Stringham
Chief, Solid Waste Branch

"Enclosure
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TABLE

AKS 79 = 398M

CONTAMINANT MAXIMUM ALLOWABLE CR=2Z27=T7%
» COMCENTRATION (1) AIR DRIED STORM POND
(mg/1) DREDGING, 8727178

Run #1 Run #2

Arsenic 0.50

Barium 10.0 0.01 .01

Cadmium €. 10 0.1 _ 0e2

Chromium 050 0.01 0.01

Lead 8. 50 .05 005

Mercury : 0.02 0407 0.06

Silver G50 .05 6.056
0.02 (0 02

(1) “Hazardous Weste - Guidelines and Regulations and Proposal on Identification
and Listing, “"Federal Register”, Vol. 43, No. 243 (December 18, 1578)
pg. 58956 ' : 3

Union 76 Division: Eastern Region © _Union 76 Division: Eastern Region
Union (i1 Company of California Union 011 Company of California
Chicago Refinery Chicago Refinery

Lemont, Il1linois 60439 Lemont, I11incis 60439

Telephones (312) 257-7761 Telephone: (312) 257-7761

Henry D. Haas Darrell K. Bruckert

Supervisor, Environmental Services Envirosmental Science Analyst

Received from Mr. Haas on Fay 21, 1981, by Robert Stone.
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April 10, 1981

T
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Mesdames Rohde, Schmidt, Gusich and Keefer
01d Grchard Lane

Route 4, Box 102

Lockport, IL 60441

SUBJECT: Union 0il Company, Toxic Grading Project and Tank Farm,
: DuPage Township, Will County

Mesdames:

I just received your letter of March 27, 1981, concerning the above site. I do not

- know exactly where in the 36 square miles of DuPage Township the site is located.
However, in looking at the maps of the area I guess it to be in the NWY% of Section 35,
and adjacent parts of Sections 25, 26 and 36, all in T. 37 N., R, 10 E.

am sending your letter to our field office in Warrenville, which is much more
miliar with the geology in your area than I am. Please confirm the above location
and contact either Jean I. Larsen or William G. Dixon at the following address:

Illinois State Geological Survey
Northeast Illinois Field Office
P. 0. Box I

Warrenville, IL 60555

(312) 393-1466 '

The Geological Survey can provide you with basic geoelogic information about the site
including what water-yielding materials are present at the site and in your subdivision,
and general information on the potential for conmtamination in the area. We cannot
design a monitoring well network or other such facilitjies; that must be done by a
pPrivate consultant after discussions with the Illinois Enviornmental Protection Agency.

We will be glad to p;ovide any assistance to you that we can.

Keros Cartwright
Geologist and Head

Hydrogeology and Geophysics Section
.cc: ~Warrenville 0ffice

~Illinois Environmental Frotection Agency
~I1llinois State Water Survey

[P
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April 1, 1981

Dawn Rohde

0l1d Orchard Lane

Route #4, Box 102
Lockport, Illinois 60441

Re: TUnion 0il Company, Toxic
Grading Project and Tank Farm

Dear Ms. Rohde: s

7 This letter is in reference to your March 16, 1981 letter and I would just
like to assure you that our file on this situation has not been closed.

We are in complete agreement with your position and our office is available
‘ to provide whatever services required to prevent a& similar situation from
happening at this site at any time in the future.
In closing, it is our opinion that the Illinois Environmental Protecticn
- Agency must assure all concerned that this site is not hazardous and will
not contaminate the underground aquifer.

Plezse do not hesitate to call upon us when you feel that we can be of
further help.

Very truly yours,
(\J/!»—\,,/\j / /7/ /'//"/'4

James C. Barrlnger, Dl ector
Will County Health Department

/
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cc: Melva Schmidt

Doris Gusich

Jan Keefer

BOARD OF HEALTH

DONALD BAUER GEORGE N. GRABAVOY, D.D.S LEO A. WRONA, M.D. FRANK J. PLANKAR
Lockport Joliet Joliet Joliet
RAYMOND D. GLASGOW R. A. MARKELZ, M.D. STEPHEN E. PRISTAS GUS A. Cr#ISTOS

Plainfieid Joliet Jeliet Losrpor






